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The House met at 10 a.m. and was
called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. MILLER of Florida).

DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

WASHINGTON, DC,
July 16, 1998.

| hereby designate the Honorable DAN MiL-
LER to act as Speaker pro tempore on this
day.

NEWT GINGRICH,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

PRAYER

Rev. Pierce Klemmt, Rector, Christ
Church, Alexandria, Virginia, offered
the following prayer:

Let us pray.

Almighty God, who has given us this
good land for our heritage: We humbly
beseech Thee that we may always
prove ourselves to be a people mindful
of Thy favor and glad to do Thy will.
Bless our land with honorable industry
and sound learning. Save us from vio-
lence, discord, and confusion; from
pride and arrogance, and from every
evil way. Defend our liberties, and
fashion into one united people the mul-
titudes brought hither out of many
kindreds.

We beseech Thee to guide and bless
these Representatives in Congress as-
sembled, that there may be justice and
peace at home, and that, through obe-
dience to Thy law, we may show forth
Thy praise among the nations and the
peoples of the Earth.

All of this we ask in God’s name,
Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair has examined the Journal of the

last day’s proceedings and announces
to the House his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the
gentlewoman from Michigan (Ms. KiL-
PATRICK) come forward and lead the
House in the Pledge of Allegiance.

Ms. KILPATRICK led the Pledge of
Allegiance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Lundregan, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate passed a bill
of the following title, in which concur-
rence of the House is requested:

S. 1283. An act to award congressional gold
medals to Jean Brown Trickey, Carlotta
Walls LaNier, Melba Patillo Beals, Terrence
Roberts, Gloria Ray Karlmark, Thelma
Mothershed Wair, Ernest Green, Elizabeth
Eckford, and Jefferson Thomas, commonly
referred collectively as the ‘“Little Rock
Nine”” on the occasion of the 40th anniver-
sary of the integration of the Central High
School in Little Rock, Arkansas.

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the amendments of
the House to the bill (S. 318) ““An Act
to require automatic cancellation and
notice of cancellation rights with re-
spect to private mortgage insurance
which is required as a condition for en-
tering into a residential mortgage
transaction, to abolish the Thrift De-
positor Protection Oversight Board,
and for other purposes’” with amend-
ments.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair wishes to advise Members there

will be 10 one-minutes per side this
morning.

WELCOME TO THE REVEREND
PIERCE W. KLEMMT

(Mr. RIGGS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Speaker, | want to
take just a moment to welcome a very
special person, the Reverend Pierce
Klemmt, who is our guest chaplain
today and just gave our opening pray-
er.

Rev. Pierce Wittfield Klemmt was
born in 1949 in Cincinnati. He received
his undergraduate degree from Wabash

College and his Master in Divinity
from Yale University.
Following his ordination, Pierce

served as the Associate Rector of St.
Mark’s Church in Evanston, Illinois,
and then as Rector of Trinity Church
in Troy, Ohio, and Christ Church in
Springfield, Missouri. He has been the
rector of Christ Church in Alexandria
since 1994.

This is a very special and historic
church. Throughout its history, Christ
Church has played a significant role as
a parish attended by General George
Washington and later by General Rob-
ert E. Lee. It remains today one of the
largest Episcopalian Churches in the
United States, with over 3,000 parish-
ioners, many of whom are active lead-
ers in the government, military, and
corporate world.

The church’s mission is centered in
serving the poor, voiceless, and those
in trouble. Outreach programs and mis-
sions overseas in Russia, Africa, and
Central America are amply served by
this committed and talented congrega-
tion.

Again, we are delighted to welcome
Reverend Klemmt today. He is married
to the former Mary Tuke Gates of Lou-
isville, Kentucky, my birthplace, and
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they have two daughters, one of whom,
Leah, joins us here in this House of
Representatives today.

REJECT QUOTA INCREASE FOR
INTERNATIONAL MONETARY FUND

(Mr. ARMEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, yesterday
the Committee on Appropriations Sub-
committee on Foreign Operations re-
jected an attempt to give the Inter-
national Monetary Fund an additional
$14.5 billion. 1 commend the sub-
committee for saying ‘“no’’ to this vast
increase in IMF funds. In the coming
weeks, | expect the House will soon
vote or on a floor amendment to add
the additional money. It is critical
that we reject that amendment.

Events in Russia this week prove
that the IMF is a destabilizing force in
world economic affairs. The ever-
present hope of an IMF bailout, rein-
forced by the unprecedented bailouts
offered Asia last year, completely un-
dermine the Russian Government’s in-
centive to reform its economy. IMF, by
undermining Russian discipline and un-
derwriting irresponsible policies,
played a key role in causing the Rus-
sian crash.

The problem is that the IMF creates
moral hazard. When you subsidize fi-
nancial mistakes, you get more finan-
cial mistakes. That is exactly what the
IMF does. It causes the very panics and
crashes it is intended to prevent.

Mr. Speaker, several years ago an-
other Congress passed a hugely popular
bill by enormous margins to bail out
the domestic American savings and
loan industry. It was a disaster. It led
directly to the $150 billion S&L fiasco.
I do not want the legacy of the 105th
Congress to include a similar disaster
on a global scale.

Mr. Speaker, let us break the bailout
psychology and strengthen the world
economy by rejecting a quota increase
for the IMF.

HMO REFORM IS NECESSARY

(Mr. DAVIS of Illinois asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, |
rise today to testify to the need for
HMO reform. By now we have heard the
endless list of reasons why HMO reform
is necessary, but none are as meaning-
ful as the story | will share with you
today.

Chicago residents Barbara and David
Smith were vacationing in Hawaii
when Barbara noticed that her body
was badly bruised. At the hospital she
was diagnosed with aplastic anemia
and needed an immediate bone marrow
transplant. However, her HMO refused
to pay for the transplant in Hawaii, in-
sisting instead that she return to Chi-
cago for the operation.
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Seeing that she had no other choice,
Barbara boarded a flight to Chicago,
but suffered a stroke in midair. As a re-
sult, Barbara Smith died 9 days later,
at the age of 55.

The restrictions of Barbara Smith’s
HMO cost her her life. Not only did
David Smith lose his wife, but he is un-
able to file a lawsuit against the re-
sponsible HMO.

This is a devastating situation, and
unfortunately, these situations are all
too common. Too many lives have al-
ready been lost. Too many families
have already been broken. Too many
individuals have seen their health de-
cline.

The good news is we can stop this
now. We can stop it by passing mean-
ingful HMO reform.

PRO-PATIENT, PRO-SMALL BUSI-
NESS REPUBLICAN HEALTH
CARE PLAN

(Mr. GOSS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, | agree with
my friends on the other side of the
aisle, we do need to ensure that pa-
tients in managed care plans are af-
forded basic rights and remedies, and
the Republican plan does just that.
But, unlike the Kennedy bill, the Din-
gell bill or any of the other alter-
natives out there, our plan also does
something about the 41 million Ameri-
cans who do not have health insurance
today.

By providing small businesses with
the ability to pool their resources to
achieve economies of scale, we can help
to insure millions of Americans who
simply cannot afford it now, and we do
it without resorting to government-run
health care.

While the other plans are good news
for bureaucrats, and probably for trial
lawyers, too, there is only one plan
that reaches out across the United
States of America to the mom and pop
store employees throughout our land,
and that is our plan.

I urge my colleagues to support the
pro-small business, pro-patient Repub-
lican health plan. It is worth taking a
good close look at.

PATIENT PROTECTION ACT

(Ms. KILPATRICK asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. KILPATRICK. Mr. Speaker, I am
proud to be a Democrat. Today, Demo-
crats in the House and the Senate will
join the President and announce our
Patient Protection Act.

Health care is something that every
American should have. Our bill and our
plan, unlike the other side’s, protects
every American, and it protects the
doctor-patient relationships that
Americans want to have with their
doctor. It says that the professional
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will determine the length of stay and
the type of procedure, and not the in-
surance company or the accountant.

Today is a glorious day for American
citizens. The Democratic Health Pro-
tection Act. Watch us as we pass it
through this Congress. We are serious.
We know you need it, and we will be
there for you.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair would remind all persons in the
gallery that they are here as guests of
the House, and that any manifestation
of approval or disapproval of proceed-
ings is in violation of the rules of the
House.

SESQUICENTENNIAL OF HOLY
CROSS LUTHERAN CHURCH IN
COLLINSVILLE, IL

(Mr. SHIMKUS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, it is an
honor to announce that my home
church, Holy Cross Lutheran, in Col-
linsville, Illinois, is celebrating its ses-
quicentennial, 150 years of laboring for
the Lord. Our theme for the celebra-
tion is Celebrate, Reflect, Focus.

Holy Cross Lutheran will celebrate
this month with a reunion of former
church workers, along with sons and
daughters of the congregation who
have moved on to be pastors and teach-
ers, of which I am one. We will also cel-
ebrate the Church’s German heritage,
using translations of the original serv-
ices and a sermon preached in 1873.

In addition, Holy Cross will reflect
upon its history. The church and Chris-
tian day school were founded in 1848
after Pastor Frederick Lockner began
meeting with German Lutherans in
Collinsville, Illinois.

Our focus will be on God, thanking
Him for all the blessings He has given
our Church and the gift of salvation
through Jesus Christ.

I extend my deepest congratulations
to Holy Cross Lutheran Church as they
Celebrate, Reflect and Focus on 150
years of hard work and rich blessings.

AMERICA NEEDS REAL MANAGED
HEALTH CARE REFORM

(Mr. GREEN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Speaker, you were
correct in saying that the people in the
gallery cannot express their opinion for
or against those of us who speak on the
floor. They have to wait until Novem-
ber to give their opinion on it. That is
why | am here to say that | am dis-
appointed to see that after 6 months of
debating managed health care, we now
see a weak version introduced by the
Republican leadership.
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The proposal falls short of addressing
the health care needs of the American
people. It is clear that the concerns of
the American people are being ignored
again.

The proposal that has been intro-
duced is a fake and (it is) a sham. Real
managed care should guarantee a fast
appeals process, patient access to spe-
cialists, coverage for emergency serv-
ices without having to call in first, pa-
tient choice of plans at their own ex-
pense, and also make the people who
make those irresponsible medical deci-
sions accountable for those decisions.

That is why the American people in
November are going to make that deci-
sion, and not necessarily in the gallery
of the House today. We need real man-
aged care reform. We need to hold in-
surance companies accountable for
their decision-making, just like we
held welfare mothers accountable dur-
ing the welfare reform bill.

PRESIDENT TO SUSPEND HELMS-
BURTON

(Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker,
today unfortunately, the President will
once again suspend the Helms-Burton
law, which passed overwhelmingly in
the House and allows U.S. citizens to
sue those immoral foreign investors
who traffic in American confiscated
properties on the island.

This decision is yet another sad ex-
ample of the administration’s slippery
slide toward further relaxation of sanc-
tions on the brutal dictatorship of
Fidel Castro. And what has Castro done
to deserve any weakening of sanctions?
Nothing. Absolutely nothing. Human
rights violations continue, the harass-
ment of dissidents proceeds, and there
are no signs of any democratic open-
ings on the island.

How ironic that the President’s weak
decision comes as we commemorate
the fourth anniversary of the massacre
by Castro of 50 Cubans, mostly women
and children, who attempted to flee the
island on a rickety tugboat.

The President can justify his deci-
sions with the legalisms that have now
made the White House spin doctors fa-
mous, but these false justifications will
not help the suffering people of Cuba
rid themselves of the totalitarian re-
gime that oppresses them day in and
day out.

DEMOCRAT PATIENT PROTECTION
BILL

(Mr. MILLER of California asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, today millions of Americans
will visit their family physician seek-
ing medical care, and, for thousands
and thousands of those Americans,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

they will be told by their family physi-
cian that they will not be able to see
the specialist that they need to see,
they will not be able to get the medi-
cine that the physician thinks they
need, they will not be able to get the
medical procedure that their physician
believes they should have. They cannot
do that because some HMO bureaucrat
is saying, we are not going to allow
you to do that. We are not going to
allow you to do that because we are
going to try to save money, as opposed
to dealing with your real health care
needs.

The Democratic patient protection
bill ensures that Americans have ac-
cess to specialists, that Americans
have access to the medicines they need,
that Americans have access to the op-
erations that are necessary to preserve
their health. It does this in the patient
protection bill that the President will
be coming to Capitol Hill to support
today.

Yesterday the Republicans intro-
duced their HMO protection bill. They
decided that rather than protect the
Americans for health care, they would
protect the HMOs.
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While they say they extend protec-
tions to Americans, they leave 100 mil-
lion uninsured Americans out of these
protections, 100 million Americans that
will not be able to get the medicines,
that will not be able to see the special-
ists, that will not be able to get the
medical procedures necessary for their
health care.

CONGRESS STANDS BY THE CUBAN
PEOPLE AND AGAINST TYRANNY

(Mr. DIAZ-BALART asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, one
year ago today, July 16, 1997, four of
the most distinguished and respected
leaders of the pro-democracy move-
ment inside Cuba were picked up in
their homes by the political police and
thrown into Castro’s prisons.

Economist Marta Beatriz Roque, So-
cial Democratic Party President
Vladimiro Roca, former university pro-
fessor Felix Bonne, and attorney Rene
Gomez Manzano have languished in
Castro’s prisons for 1 year without Cas-
tro even having decided what to charge
them with.

Yesterday, in an open letter to the
foreign press and Diplomatic Corps,
Vladimiro Roca asked for ‘‘a fair and
public trial’”” for himself and the three
other dissident leaders.

The letter, distributed by his wife,
states, ‘““We wish to draw public atten-
tion to our situation, and to demand a
fair and public trial in the presence of
the foreign press and any diplomats ac-
credited in Cuba who may wish to at-
tend, in proceedings both transparent
and above board.”

Mr. Speaker, in what constitutes an
embarrassment to mankind, there is a
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conspiracy of silence regarding the suf-
fering of Cuba, but the Congress of the
United States of America will continue
to stand on the side of the Cuban peo-
ple and against the tyranny that op-
presses them until Cuba is free.

WE NEED A PATIENT PROTECTION
ACT NOW

(Mr. LEWIS of Georgia asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
we need a Patient Protection Act. |
know because | have heard from the
people in my district. 1 have heard
from a mother with a sick baby who
had to travel 30 miles to a hospital
when there was a hospital nearby. |
heard from a doctor who had to fight to
get coverage to treat his cancer. Mr.
Speaker, too many patients are paying
more and getting less. Under the
present system, too many patients are
getting a raw deal. They need a fair
deal, a good deal, a better deal.

If insurance companies want to make
decisions about medical care for our
children and our families, then they
must be held accountable. The Demo-
cratic bill will give us those rights. The
Republican bill will deny them.

Mr. Speaker, we need a real Patient
Protection Act and we need it now; not
tomorrow, not next week, not next
year, but now.

TAX RELIEF

(Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, last year Republicans passed
the first tax relief bill in 16 years. Did
Members know that even after that,
the tax burden on American workers is
still nearly 40 percent? Americans
ought to be enraged over that, and |
am.

Just yesterday we find out, after a
fourth revision, that we now have a
surplus of $580 billion over 5 years. It is
only right we return some of that
money back to hardworking Ameri-
cans. After all, it came right out of
their back pocket.

Mr. Speaker, the President and some
of the Senate are balking at returning
this money to its rightful owners,
American citizens. As part of our bal-
anced budget and protection of Social
Security, the House voted to give $100
billion in tax relief, which equals only
one penny on the dollar. Americans
want, need, and deserve tax relief, and
I think surely we can find one penny on
the dollar to give back to hardworking
citizens in this country.

BEWARE OF THE REPUBLICANS’
INSURANCE BILL OF RIGHTS

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked
and was given permission to address
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the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend her remarks.)

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, | think the most important
message we can give Americans this
morning is buyer beware, beware of the
Republicans’ Insurance Bill of Rights.
The Democratic Congress and caucus,
and | am a wishful thinker, would like
to offer the Patient Bill of Rights, be-
cause we believe that we need to read
between the lines and make sure that
we read the fine print.

The Republican bill is for the insur-
ance companies. It does not protect the
rights of patients and doctors. It does
not allow emergency room visits. It
does not hold the insurance companies
accountable. It does not respect the 77-
year-old World War Il veteran who
walked the Japanese Death March, yet,
when he went to pick up his prescrip-
tion at a local hospital in my district,
they turned him away because of some
confusion with his HMO plan.

In the hot sun of Texas he had to go
back home without the necessary pre-
scription drugs that he needed. Until
he called our office to get relief, a
World War Il veteran was turned away
from our standardized HMOs. The rea-
son? The only words they know is no, |
cannot serve you.

Vote and support the Democratic Pa-
tient Bill of Rights.

THE RIGHT COMBINATION FOR
SUCCESS

(Mr. ROGAN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ROGAN. Mr. Speaker, I cannot
help but chuckle as | listen to my
friends on the other side talk about
their “Patient’s Bill of Rights.” |
chuckle because all this rhetoric is
coming from the same party that tried
to socialize our health care system 4
years ago when they were in the major-
ity. Pardon my skepticism, but | hope
they now are not promoting something
that in nothing more than a trial law-
yers Bill of Rights.

Just like in health care, we are see-
ing the same thing from them in edu-
cation. While some of my colleagues
regrettably believe that education is
best run by Washington bureaucrats, a
story in yesterday’s New York Times
echoes what Republicans have been
working toward all along. We know
that when we give to local schools the
support and incentive to excel, our stu-
dents will achieve.

Students at New York’s Aviation
High are part of a unique partnership
between Tower Air, the FAA, and local
school officials. They were given
hands-on training in the field of air-
craft maintenance and other areas. But
their education goes beyond earning a
diploma. As the Times reported, Tower
Air has hired all its student interns
upon graduation. What is more, more
than three-fourths of them go on to
earn a college diploma.
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Originally a vocational and trade school,
Aviation High has broadened its curriculum,
offering students a world class education,
while providing a fundamental background in
the airline industry. This is the kind of experi-
ence no Washington bureaucracy can provide.

Mr. Speaker, to those who disdain
public-private cooperation, and love in-
creased control from Washington bu-
reaucracies, | urge them to consider
the students and faculty at Aviation
High School, and work to give students
across the country an opportunity like
this.

Mr. Speaker, | include for the
RECORD the article in the New York
Times of July 15, 1998, which describes
this program.

The article referred to is as follows:

[From the New York Times, July 15, 1998]

STUDENTS AT AVIATION HIGH TEND TO 747’s

(By Macarena Hernandez)

Oscar Mendez would sit on his porch and
admire the small cropdusters. They flew low
to the ground fumigating the rice fields near
his home in the Dominican Republic.

““One day that will be me flying,”” he would
say, pointing at the small planes. He was
only 6 years old.

Friends laughed. But two years later,
Oscar took his first plane ride, to the United
States. And today, at 19, Mr. Mendez has
graduated from Aviation High School and is
working at Kennedy International Airport as
an aviation mechanic for Tower Air.

Mr. Mendez’s easy move from school to a
job just days after graduation last month is
a prime model of one of the nation’s most
unusual school-to-work programs. While
many schools are forging stronger links with
businesses, Aviation is still the nation’s only
high school whose students service commer-
cial aircraft, educators say.

For three years, Tower Air and Aviation
High have worked together. About 40 seniors
are interns there during a fifth year at the
high school, spending 20 hours a week at
Kennedy instead of in shop classes. Tower
Air has hired all its student interns after
graduation either full time or part time.

“It is a unique school,” said Jim Peters, a
spokesman for the Federal Aviation Admin-
istration’s eastern region. “It has been doing
it for the longest time and has been among
the most successful programs in the coun-
try.”

Lest the thought of teen-age interns fixing
planes generate fear of flying, the airline and
the high school both point out that trainees
start work with baby steps. They observe for
the first five weeks, then they perform more
elementary tasks like changing light bulbs
in the cabin, fixing seats or lubricating the
flap controls on the wings. Eventually, stu-
dents are allowed to replace faulty circuit
breakers and remove and replace aircraft en-
gines, under the supervision of an experi-
enced mechanic.

“It’s hard to believe a 19-year-old is work-
ing with Tower,” said Mr. Mendez, who plans
to continue working next fall when he enters
the College of Aeronautics, in East Elm-
hurst, Queens. “‘It’s kind of crazy. Here we
are fixing airplanes that actually fly.”

Aviation High School opened in 1925 as the
Central Building Trades School, a vocational
training program with three instructors
teaching woodworking, plumbing and elec-
trical installation. In 1936, the school took
aviation technology as its focus and 21 years
later, it moved to Long Island City, Queens.

After four years of shop classes, including
hydraulics, welding and sheet metal, stu-
dents qualify for an F.A.A. exam that li-
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censes them to work on either an aircraft
frame or engine maintenance. Students who,
like Mr. Mendez, stay a fifth year can obtain
a second license from the agency and qualify
for an internship with Tower Air—and usu-
ally, a job offer. Tower gets the chance to
evaluate potential workers while the
school’s students get the chance to work on
real aircraft. ““We have the equipment, but it
is not the same thing,” said an assistant
principal, Mario Cotumaccio. “We don’t have
a 747 in our back yard.”

Mr. Cotumaccio started the program be-
cause Aviation graduates faced a familiar
teen-age Catch 22: they had trouble finding
their first jobs because they lacked airline
experience, which they could not get until
they had a job. Tower Air, a low-cost airline
based in New York, decided to give the in-
ternship a try. Morris K. Nachtomi, chair-
man and chief executive of Tower Air, said
the company has been pleased.

Before the internship program, training
programs were confided to the small hangar
behind the school, which holds about 16 air-
craft, 4 from World War II.

The school now faces a series of new aca-
demic hurdles as the state tightens its aca-
demic requirements. All public school stu-
dents—including those at vocational
schools—are being required to take Regents
exams, which test a student’s preparation for
college work. It comes during a national ef-
fort to raise standards for vocational
schools.

“We are seeing a need for well-rounded
education,” said John Decaire, president of
the National Center for Manufacturing
Sciences, a consortium of industrial compa-
nies based in Ann Arbor, Mich. ‘““Companies
don’t operate sort of autonomously any-
more.”

While some Aviation graduates stay in air-
craft maintenance, about 77 percent go on to
college. Yvonne Franco plans to go to Jack-
sonville University in Florida after she com-
pletes her fifth year in June of 1999, paying
for school by working in aviation mainte-
nance. ‘“It is a backbone for me,” Yvonne
said. “I know it assures my future.”

Her mother, Marleny Franco, said, ‘“When
the children come out of there, they come
out with a career in their hands so that they
don’t have to go fry potatoes at McDon-
ald’s.”

TIME FOR CONGRESS TO ACT ON A
PATIENT PROTECTION ACT

(Mr. WISE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, it is time for
Congress to act now on a Patient Pro-
tection Act for managed care plans.
With more people moving into man-
aged care plans like HMOs, doctors and
sound health care decisions are being
replaced by insurance companies and
their economic decisions.

With managed care plans, patients
who are giving up some choices need
protections. That is why | support a
Patient Protection Act, a Patient Pro-
tection Act that gives a clear right of
appeal, that guarantees access to spe-
cialists and OB-GYNs, that provides re-
imbursement for needed emergency
room visits, that holds insurance com-
panies accountable for their bad deci-
sions that they make doctors and other
providers carry out.

Mr. Speaker, the horror stories are
growing about managed care across the
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country. No, West Virginia does not
have yet the same penetration of man-
aged care in our population that other
States do, but we are getting there. We
are growing rapidly. So | want to make
sure that we avoid those horror stories.

Managed care plans can bring some
benefits, but we must act now to make
sure that all patients have a Patient
Protection Act.

THE EDUCATION SAVINGS AC-
COUNT CONFERENCE REPORT
MERITS THE PRESIDENT’S SIG-
NATURE

(Mr. JONES asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, today the
Education Savings Account conference
report is on the President’s desk. | urge
him to sign this important legislation
that would give parents increased op-
portunities to provide our children
with the tools they need to learn.

For years, out-of-touch bureaucrats
have made decisions about our chil-
dren’s education. This abuse has seized
control from local officials and stifled
parental choice and involvement on de-
cisions that affect our children.

During the 105th Congress the Repub-
lican majority has made a commit-
ment to our Nation’s children, and is
taking steps to return power to those
who know best about our children, not
the Washington bureaucrats, but the
parents, teachers, and communities
who, together, hold the key to
strengthening our schools.

This year alone we have passed edu-
cation tax credits and the education
savings account bill to increase paren-
tal choice and involvement in the edu-
cation process. These are steps in the
right decision.

On behalf of the parents of the Third
District of North Carolina, which |
serve, | urge the President to sign edu-
cation savings accounts for our chil-
dren’s future.

FORUM ON THE FUTURE OF
MANAGED CARE REFORM

(Ms. SANCHEZ asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. SANCHEZ. Mr. Speaker, | rise
today to tell my colleagues about a
forum that 1 am hosting this weekend
in my district on the future of man-
aged care reform.

Managed care is the focus of intense
public interest. It is also here in Con-
gress, as we have noticed this morning.
We have seen the polls, we have heard
the horror stories, but do we have all
the facts? More than half of the United
States population and over 85 percent
of employed residents in Orange Coun-
ty receive health care from managed
care organizations. The statistics show
that any changes to managed health
care should dramatically impact the
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lives of millions of Americans and
thousands of Orange County residents.

Pressure for reform is mounting, and
we in Congress need to listen to all
sides and discuss all the options. By
listening to the people of America, we
can make the kinds of changes that are
needed to make managed health care
systems work.

I encourage my colleagues to host
similar forums in their districts. It is
time to given the people a voice. Let
them help Congress decide the future of
managed care.

A FEW QUESTIONS FOR THE
LIBERALS, BUT NO ANSWERS

(Mr. PITTS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, this morn-
ing | have a few questions for the lib-
erals on the other side. As usual, we
will receive no answers, but it is our
duty to the American people to ask
them, just the same.

Please tell us, my liberal defenders of
the President’s conduct, why was Sen-
ator Bob Packwood run out of town for
his conduct? Why did liberal Democrat
after liberal Democrat, including the
current Vice President, denounce Sen-
ator John Tower as, and | quote, “‘unfit
for office”” because of allegations of
womanizing?

Will we receive answers to these
questions? | doubt it. Why the double
standard? Why one standard for Repub-
licans and other for Democrats?

Why was Justice Clarence Thomas
absolutely vilified by feminist groups
and liberals of every stripe for ques-
tionable allegations, while the current
leader of the free world is given every
possible excuse, justification, and de-
fense for his conduct for a myriad of
abuses, for numerous women providing
evidence in a vast cover-up orchestra-
tion?

Yes, questions for liberals, but no an-
swers.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. MiL-
LER of Florida). Members should avoid
personal references to the President of
the United States.

THE PATIENT'S PROTECTION ACT

WILL HOLD HMO’S ACCOUNT-
ABLE FOR PATIENTS HEALTH
CARE DECISIONS

(Ms. DELAURO asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, last
week | met with a constituent of mine,
Barbara Salinger, from New Haven,
Connecticut. Barbara’s husband passed
away from colon cancer shortly after
their HMO forced him out of the hos-
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pital, only days after his surgery. Bar-
bara fought to get him readmitted
when he came down with a fever and
started vomiting the next day, but he
died shortly thereafter.

Under the Democratic Patient’s Pro-
tection Act, HMOs will be held ac-
countable when they deny patients like
Mr. Salinger the care that they need.
Meanwhile, Republicans have created a
sham proposal that has no enforcement
mechanism. The GOP bill protects the
health insurance companies, not the
health of average Americans.

There is only one bill that holds the
managed care plans responsible for de-
nying care with real, reliable, and en-
forceable remedies. The Republican
leadership should abandon their sham
proposal and respond to what the
American people are very concerned
about. They want to be able to have
good health care coverage, to not be
denied, to make sure that their medi-
cal decisions are being made by them-
selves and by their doctors, not by in-
surance company bureaucrats.

PORKER OF THE WEEK AWARD

(Mr. HEFLEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Speaker, even as
angry U.S. taxpayers cry out for over-
haul of a tax system that many believe
is unfair, oppressive, and unworkable,
the Federal Government is spending
millions of dollars annually exporting
the idiotic system to other countries.

That is right, the United States
Agency for International Development,
USAID, is spending $15.3 million over a
period of 3 years to “‘help the Russian
government in the reformation and re-
organization of its tax code.”

As if Russia’s government is not in
enough disarray already, we have de-
cided to make it even worse. The $15
million grant, which is being adminis-
tered through Georgia State Univer-
sity, is in addition to the already ac-
tive $30 million in grants the univer-
sity has received from USAID for Rus-
sia.
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I think the money would be better
spent on scrapping our own Tax Code.
Words of wisdom to the officials in
Moscow, and especially to the Russian
citizens: Whatever these guys suggest,
do the opposite.

The U.S. Agency for International
Development gets my porker of the
week award.

MANAGED CARE REFORM

(Mr. PALLONE asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, Repub-
lican leaders in both Chambers are now
pushing managed care reform plans
that will not provide enforcement of
patient protections because they deny
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patients the right to sue their HMO
when their health suffers because they
are denied the care that they need.
Federal judges around the country are
increasingly frustrated by the current
law which prohibits patients from hold-
ing their HMOs accountable.

Take the case, for example, in Den-
ver, where Judge John C. Porfillo of
the United States Court of Appeals for
the Tenth Circuit noted that current
law gives the courts no choice in such
cases. Judge Porfillo told the New
York Times he was deeply moved by
the tragic circumstances of a woman
who died of leukemia after her HMO
denied her care.

The right to sue, Mr. Speaker, is the
enforcement mechanism for all the pa-
tient protections that we are advocat-
ing as Democrats. President Clinton
summed it up best when he said a right
without a remedy is not a right. The
Democrats’ Patients’ Bill of Rights
would hold HMOs accountable and give
patients the right to sue when they are
denied the care that they need. The Re-
publican leadership should abandon its
charade and stop pushing its sham pro-
posal and get behind the Patients’ Bill
of Rights.

COMMUNICATION FROM CHAIRMAN
OF COMMITTEE ON TRANSPOR-
TATION AND INFRASTRUCTURE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. CoL-
LINS) laid before the House the follow-
ing communication from the chairman
of the Committee on Transportation
and Infrastructure, which was read
and, without objection, referred to the
Committee on Appropriations:

COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION
AND INFRASTRUCTURE,
Washington, DC, July 2, 1998.
Hon. NEWT GINGRICH,
Speaker, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR NEWT: Enclosed please find copies of
resolutions approved by the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure on June
25, 1998, in accordance with 40 U.S.C. Sec. 606.

With warm regards, | remain

Sincerely,
BUD SHUSTER,
Chairman.

There was no objection.

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 4194, DEPARTMENTS OF
VETERANS AFFAIRS AND HOUS-
ING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT,
AND INDEPENDENT AGENCIES
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 1999

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, | call
up House Resolution 501 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. REs. 501

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 1(b) of rule XXIII, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 4194) making
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appropriations for the Departments of Veter-
ans Affairs and Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, and for sundry independent agencies,
boards, commissions, corporations, and of-
fices for the fiscal year ending September 30,
1999, and for other purposes. The first read-
ing of the bill shall be dispensed with. Points
of order against consideration of the bill for
failure to comply with section 306 of the Con-
gressional Budget Act of 1974 are waived.
General debate shall be confined to the bill
and shall not exceed one hour equally di-
vided and controlled by the chairman and
ranking minority member of the Committee
on Appropriations. After general debate the
bill shall be considered for amendment under
the five-minute rule. The amendment print-
ed in the report of the Committee on Rules
accompanying this resolution shall be con-
sidered as adopted in the House and in the
Committee of the Whole. Points of order
against provisions in the bill, as amended,
for failure to comply with clause 2 or 6 of
rule XXI are waived except as follows: page
88, line 16, through page 91, line 3. Where
points of order are waived against part of a
paragraph, points of order against a provi-
sion in another part of such paragraph may
be made only against such provision and not
against the entire paragraph. The amend-
ment printed in the Congressional Record
and numbered 12 pursuant to clause 6 of rule
XXI1l may be offered only by Representative
Leach of lowa or his designee, shall be con-
sidered as read, shall be debatable for 40 min-
utes equally divided and controlled by the
proponent and an opponent, shall not be sub-
ject to amendment, and shall not be subject
to a demand for division of the question in
the House or in the Committee of the Whole.
All points of order against that amendment
are waived. During consideration of the bill
for further amendment, the Chairman of the
Committee of the Whole may accord priority
in recognition on the basis of whether the
Member offering an amendment has caused
it to be printed in the portion of the Con-
gressional Record designated for that pur-
pose in clause 6 of rule XXIIl. Amendments
so printed shall be considered as read. The
chairman of the Committee of the Whole
may: (1) postpone until a time during further
consideration in the Committee of the Whole
a request for a recorded vote on any amend-
ment; and (2) reduce to five minutes the min-
imum time for electronic voting on any post-
poned question that follows another elec-
tronic vote without intervening business,
provided that the minimum time for elec-
tronic voting on the first in any series of
questions shall be 15 minutes. At the conclu-
sion of consideration of the bill for amend-
ment the Committee shall rise and report
the bill, as amended, to the House with such
amendments as may have been adopted. The
previous question shall be considered as or-
dered on the bill and amendments thereto to
final passage without intervening motion ex-
cept one motion to recommit with or with-
out instructions.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. LINDER) is
recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, for the
purpose of debate only, | yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. HALL), pending which |
yield myself such time as | may con-
sume. During consideration of this res-
olution, all time yielded is for the pur-
pose of debate only.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 501 is
an open rule providing for consider-
ation of H.R. 4194, the VA, HUD and
Independent Agencies Appropriations
bill for fiscal year 1999. The rule also
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includes a customary waiver of section
306 of the Budget Act relating to the
prohibition on including matters with-
in the jurisdiction of the Committee on
the Budget in a measure not reported
by it.

H. Res. 501 provides for one hour of
general debate divided equally between
the chairman and ranking minority
member of the Committee on Appro-
priations. The rule provides that the
amendment printed in the Committee
on Rules report accompanying the res-
olution shall be considered as adopted.

This amendment, offered by the gen-
tleman from Mississippi (Mr. WICKER)
will require studies on issues related to
flame resistant standards and fire-re-
lated deaths.

The rule waives points of order
against provisions in the bill for failure
to comply with clause 2 and clause 6 of
rule XXI, except as specified in the
rule.

The rule also makes in order the
amendment printed in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD numbered 12 which may
be offered only by the gentleman from
lowa (Mr. LEACH) or a designee, shall
be considered as read, shall be debat-
able for 40 minutes equally divided and
controlled by a proponent and an oppo-
nent, shall not be subject to amend-
ment and shall not be subject to a de-
mand for division of the question in the
House or in the Committee of the
Whole. The rule waives all points of
order against the amendment.

The rule also accords priority in rec-
ognition to Members who have
preprinted their amendments in the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD and allows the
chairman to postpone recorded votes
and reduce to 5 minutes the voting
time on any postponed question, pro-
vided voting time on any first in a se-
ries of questions is not less than 15
minutes.

These provisions will facilitate con-
sideration of amendments and guaran-
tee the timely completion of the appro-
priation bills.

House Resolution 501 also provides
for one motion to recommit with or
without instructions.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 501 is
an open rule providing Members with
every opportunity to amend this appro-
priations bill. As | stated earlier, the
Committee on Rules has made in order
an amendment to be offered by the gen-
tleman from lowa (Mr. LEACH) consist-
ing of the text of H.R. 2, the United
States Housing Act, which passed the
House by an overwhelming 293 to 132
vote last year. This bill will reform
failing public housing authorities, im-
pose professional management stand-
ards on projects receiving Federal
money, and impose a rational housing
policy reforms.

While this legislation passed the
House last year, we have allowed it to
be offered on this bill because it is nec-
essary to advance this important hous-
ing reform legislation before the end of
the legislative session.

H.R. 4194 appropriates a total of
$70.89 billion for fiscal 1999. | want to
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mention a number of important provi-
sions in this bill.

First, as | mentioned, the House will
have the opportunity to consider a
comprehensive housing reform amend-
ment. However, in addition to these
critical reforms, the appropriations bill
amply funds housing programs for the
Nation’s elderly and the disabled,
homeless assistance grants, Native
American housing, the HOME program,
and increases funding for severely dis-
tressed housing.

Regarding appropriations for our vet-
erans, this country has a commitment
to our men and women in uniform and
we, as Americans, owe these dedicated
men and women a debt of gratitude.
Under this bill, medical care for our
Nation’s veterans is funded at $17.1 bil-
lion, an increase of $39 million over the
President’s request, and veterans medi-
cal research is funded at $310 million,
$10 million over the President’s re-
quest. Overall, the Department of Vet-
erans Affairs discretionary programs
are funded at $19 billion, $168 million
above the President’s request.

Finally, H.R. 4194 also continues this
Congress’ efforts to protect America’s
environmental resources. This bill pro-
vides needed funds for Safe Drinking
Water State Revolving Funds, Clean
Water State Revolving Funds, State
Air Grants, and a number of programs
that will ensure clean water for our
citizens. We do not often get credit for
our efforts on environmental protec-
tion, but this bill is yet another exam-
ple of the strong environmental protec-
tion efforts we have made.

The Committee on Appropriations
has balanced a wide array of interests
and has ensured that all funding is
spent efficiently and where it is needed
most.

I commend the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. LEwIS), chairman, and the
ranking minority member, the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. STOKES) for the
bipartisan manner in which they con-
structed this appropriations bill.

H.R. 4194 was favorably reported out
of the Committee on Appropriations, as
was the open rule by the Committee on
Rules.

I urge my colleagues to support the
rule so that we may proceed with gen-
eral debate and consideration of the
merits of this important bill.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, |
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

| thank the gentleman from Georgia
(Mr. LINDER) for yielding me the time.

This rule will allow for consideration
of H.R. 4194, which is a bill that makes
appropriations in fiscal year 1999 for
the Departments of Veterans Affairs,
Housing and Urban Development, Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency and
other independent agencies.

As my colleague from Georgia de-
scribed, this rule provides one hour of
general debate, equally divided and
controlled by the chairman and rank-
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ing minority member of the Committee
on Appropriations.

The rule also makes in order an
amendment containing the text of H.R.
2, as passed by the House, May 14, 1997,
which makes reforms in Federal public
housing programs. Under the rule, no
amendments may be offered to H.R. 2.
It is inappropriate to consider H.R. 2 in
this fashion, and it threatens the
progress of the underlying appropria-
tion bill. Therefore, | will oppose this
rule.

The VA, HUD appropriations bill is a
very important measure. It provides
$94.4 billion to fund critical programs
such as veterans care and cash bene-
fits, housing assistance for working
families, disaster victims, emergency
relief, and environmental protection.

This bill is too important to serve
merely as the vehicle for moving a pub-
lic housing bill. Because the adminis-
tration has threatened a veto of H.R. 2,
the appropriations bill containing H.R.
2 would face a veto threat, and it will
get bogged down in a hopelessly com-
plex House-Senate conference.

Normal legislative procedure re-
quires that the House and Senate ap-
point conferees to reconcile the dif-
ferences between the House and Senate
bills. Yet House conferees have never
been selected. During the Committee
on Rules hearing on the appropriations
bill, both the chairman of the sub-
committee, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. LEwis), and the ranking
member, the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
STOKES) indicated they did not want
H.R. 2 to be added to their bill. Unfor-
tunately, their wishes were ignored.

Both the gentleman from New York
(Mr. LAFALCE), ranking member of the
Committee on Banking and Financial
Services, and the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts (Mr. KENNEDY), ranking
member of the Subcommittee on Hous-
ing and Community Opportunity,
strongly object to this action.

The rule contains other inconsist-
encies. While the 364 pages of legisla-
tion contained in H.R. 2 will be pro-
tected from points of order against leg-
islating on an appropriation bill, other
legislative provisions were not pro-
tected. A provision to reduce the flam-
mability of children’s sleepwear was
left unprotected. Also left to be
stripped out of the bill was a provision
to increase the Federal housing admin-
istration single family loan limit. A
large bipartisan coalition in the House
supports this increase. It is difficult to
understand such inconsistency in the
rule.

The underlying appropriations bill
that we are taking up does a fair job of
balancing competing interests, given
the constraints of the 302(b) allocation.
Still, 1 do not agree with all the
choices that the subcommittee made,
such as eliminating AmeriCorps. This
program has made valuable contribu-
tions to needy Americans, including
raising student literacy rates.

Mr. Speaker, this is a bad rule. It cir-
cumvents the normal process of the

H5643

House. It will increase the risk that
important veterans, housing and envi-
ronmental programs will be delayed. It
will interfere with the progress that
has already been made between the
House and Senate on public housing re-
form.

For these reasons, | would ask my
colleagues to vote against this rule.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.
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Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN).

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Speaker,
I thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time, and | rise in opposition to
this rule.

As a member of the subcommittee
which produced the underlying VA-
HUD appropriations bill, I do so with
no small amount of frustration. The
gentleman from California (Mr. LEWIS)
and all members of our subcommittee
labored long and hard to produce this
bill and, as we produced it, this bill is
worthy of support. But this rule is not.

This rule fails to protect an impor-
tant amendment that | offered, along
with the gentleman from Wisconsin
(Mr. NEUMANN), that was approved by
the full Committee on Appropriations.
Specifically, our amendment would
raise the FHA loan limit to increase
opportunities for home ownership as
well as increase important science and
research programs at the National
Science Foundation and for veterans’
medical research by $80 million.

By passing this rule, Members need
to understand that we take away the
opportunity for at least 25,000 Ameri-
cans every year to purchase their first
home. Members also need to under-
stand this rule will reduce funding for
the National Science Foundation by $70
million and veterans’ medical research
by $10 million.

What | find even more egregious is at
the same time this rule circumvents
the work of the Committee on Appro-
priations, it fully protects the rights of
the authorizing committee, namely the
Committee on Banking and Financial
Services, to add the entire text, some
365 pages, of their housing authoriza-
tion bill to this appropriations bill.
Something is terribly wrong with this
picture.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. | yield to the
gentleman from California.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, | very much appreciate my col-
league yielding to me, and | must say
that | do so only to say that | very
much appreciate the remarks of my
colleague and | want the House to note
my grave reservations about this rule.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Reclaiming
my time, Mr. Speaker, | thank the gen-
tleman for his comments.

In summary, Mr. Speaker, the work
of the Committee on Appropriations is
badly undermined by the rule and,
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most important, it shortchanges im-
portant national priorities of home
ownership and investment in science
and research. This rule deserves to be
defeated.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY), the ranking mi-
nority member on the Committee on
Appropriations.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, first of all, |
wish to congratulate the previous
speaker, the gentleman from New Jer-
sey (Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN), who has done
a lot of very hard good work on this
and a number of other appropriation
bills. | appreciate his excellent state-
ment here this morning.

Let me simply say that this rule
should be defeated for a number of rea-
sons. First of all because it adds,
against the opposition of the commit-
tee that is supposed to handle the bill,
it adds a 300-page nongermane housing
authorization bill, which is highly con-
troversial, to legislation which had
been fairly well worked out with re-
spect to other issues.

Secondly, it does not protect from
being stricken on a point of order a
very important provision that was
added by the committee which would
strengthen people’s ability to buy
homes in this country. Because of the
strange nature of this rule, there will
be cuts in the amounts that home-
owners can borrow from FHA to fi-
nance a home purchase from $109,000 to
$86,000. That will have the effect of
knocking 30,000 families out of the abil-
ity to buy a home with FHA help this
year. And we simply should not be
doing that.

There are lobby groups around town
who might think that is a good thing
to do. | do not think homeowners will
agree with them. | do not think that
realtors, who have to work to put peo-
ple in homes, will agree with them. | do
not think home builders will agree
with them either.

I would also say that at the same
time that the committee provided this
huge nongermane attachment to the
bill, it prevented us from offering a bill
which would correct the fact that this
bill cuts $276 million below last year in
terms of actual delivered health care
to veterans in this country. They pre-
vented us from offering an amendment
that would have allowed us to increase
funding for veterans’ health care by an
additional $1.7 billion. As far as I am
concerned, those are all the reasons
that we need to oppose this rule.

I would simply say that | do not un-
derstand why on appropriation bill
after appropriation bill the Committee
on Rules seems to intervene to make
those bills more partisan and more
controversial than they were when
they emerged from the committee. It
just seems to me that is not a way to
build a constructive relationship which
is going to be needed to conduct the
rest of this session. It is not a way to
defend the public interest of people in
this country. And | would urge a vote
against the rule.
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Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, | yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from New York (Mr. LAZIO).

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Speak-
er, | thank the gentleman for yielding
me this time and for bringing this rule
to the floor, which I think is a fair rule
and speaks to one of the most impor-
tant issues that this Congress and last
Congress, quite frankly, have taken up,
and that is reform of our failed public
housing system.

This is a bill that we have had fully
vetted before. We have been working on
this for 3 years. There are no surprises
in this bill. We have had this bill
marked up in committee. We have had
this predecessor bill passed with a vote
of about 315 to 107 in the last Congress.
In this Congress it passed by a vote of
293 to 132, with over one-third of the
Democratic conference voting in sup-
port of this bill.

This is a bill that our Members un-
derstand, have voted for and believe
deeply in. This is a message of em-
powerment. This is a message of ac-
countability. What we are saying with
public housing reform is that it is time
to stop wasting money, throwing
money at the public housing authori-
ties that have failed year after year.

Mr. Speaker, in one housing author-
ity in New Orleans, which HUD scores
itself, they score it from 1 being the
lowest to 100 being the highest, do my
colleagues know what that housing au-
thority scores year after year? Not 70
or 80, but 25 and 27. Imagine if our chil-
dren came home year after year with a
scorecard of 27. We would do something
about it pretty quickly. But in this
Congress we have failed to act, to get
the job done to stop wasting money
and stop forcing people to live in gov-
ernment-subsidized slums.

We want to help people out. We want
to give people vouchers. We want to
help people get the mobility to move to
get better education. We want to give
them the choice to have improvement
for their families. We want to give peo-
ple the ability to take a rental voucher
and use it to buy a home.

In many areas families have a rental
voucher that is worth $800 or $900 or
$1,000. And because of the work that we
have done on balancing the budget and
bringing costs down and bringing inter-
est rates down, home ownership now is
within the reach of many folks, by not
people who rent; not people who are in
public housing. We want to change
that. We want to empower them. We
want to give them the ability to actu-
ally own their own home by using
these rental vouchers that do not build
up equity, that do not give them hope,
that do not give them opportunity, and
transform that to a choice-based sys-
tem that allows poor folks living in
public housing to own their own home,
to build up equity, to have a sense of
hope, and to give their kids a sense of
opportunity.

This bill is important for so many
different reasons. It is important be-
cause we want to devolve control of de-
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cision-making from Washington, D.C.
to local communities. Now, why is that
important? Is that just rhetoric? It is
not just rhetoric. It is important be-
cause we want to build leadership in
local communities, because we know
that we cannot possibly know what
goes on in every community through-
out the country. We cannot possibly
know what the housing demands are in
every possible area of the country.

What we do say with this statement
of public housing reform is that we are
going to provide more incentives for
local leadership and more resident
management. We are going to let resi-
dents manage their own building. What
a novel idea. Let people run their own
building so they have control over
their own lives, so they can make
choices for themselves, so they can
have more peace of mind.

And, increasingly, in cities through-
out the country, including the city
closest to me in New York City, we are
finding leading law enforcement offi-
cials that are saying a key strategy
and a key building block for safe
streets and better law enforcement and
better crime control are housing pro-
grams; to decentralize decision-making
authority, which allows people to live
in better conditions. Empower people,
give people an investment, a sense of
being a part of the community, a sense
of place, not just being warehoused in
an area, which is, frankly, what has
happened in too many places because of
the Federal housing programs that we
have had for decades.

We are warehousing people where we
have super concentrations of poverty.
And the result of that is exceptionally
high crime rates that children have to
live with, no services in the area be-
cause no businesses can afford to stay
around there, no working class in the
area, so there is no role models, and so
what we have is hopelessness and de-
spair.

In this chamber, in this building we
feel maybe sanitized from that. But if
we were to go out to America and go to
some of the poorest areas in the coun-
try, we would be ashamed of the fact
that we have not made the changes
that need to be made; ashamed of the
fact that we know the solutions are out
there. We know what to do. We know
we need to get the mixed income. We
know we need to give more responsibil-
ity to individuals and to communities.

We know what we have to do, but
every month and every year that we
put off making a decision because of
some procedural hodgepodge com-
plaint, we are forcing more kids, more
adults, and more families to live in de-
spair, in hopelessness, lacking oppor-
tunity.

Now, we can go back to our districts
and thump our fists and say, oh, yeah,
we stood up for this, we stood up for
that procedural principle, but | tell my
colleagues right now, our choice now is
to get the job done. Get the job done.
We know what needs to be done. The
House has passed this bill twice. Now,
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let us move this vehicle and send it to
the Senate and get it properly done and
get it signed by the White House. This
is not about procedure, this is about
people. This is about caring for folks,
for making the changes.

Now, | have heard some people say
that they do not want this to happen
because they do not want to deny an
accomplishment to this Congress. And
I cannot believe a single person who
takes the oath of office in this chamber
would actually vote in accordance with
that. 1 know there are 71 Democrats,
one-third of the Democratic con-
ference, who stood up and stood tall
and took this vote for empowerment
and for change and for hope and for op-
portunity; for helping people to have
control over their lives, to build eqg-
uity, to use vouchers for home owner-
ship, to do all these great things; to
stop pouring money down a rat hole, to
say that we can use that money to help
empower people, to give them a better
life, to make sure they can clear out
what has formerly been an area where
crack dealers hang out, and to plant
those fields so that the kids can play
outside with playgrounds because we
have given tenants the responsibility
to control their own back yard, to
manage their own development, to use
their voucher for home ownership.

This level of choice and empower-
ment is exactly what the most innova-
tive people, both Republicans and
Democrats that are out there in urban
areas and poor areas and suburban
areas, are doing right now. They need
this bill. Do not raise another proce-
dural obstacle just to say that we can
be denied this opportunity to try to
change lives for the better.

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. LAZIO of New York. | yield to
the gentleman from West Virginia.

Mr. WISE. Just a question of the gen-
tleman, Mr. Speaker. I am one of the
one-third of the Democrats that voted
for the bill, but it seems to me it is the
Republican leadership that is respon-
sible for appointing conferees and mov-
ing it to conference. Why has that not
happened?

Mr. LAZIO of New York. | would say
to the gentleman that this is consid-
ered the best possible, most effective
vehicle to get it done. The substance
the gentleman voted for has not
changed one iota. It is the very same
bill that the gentleman voted for ear-
lier.

Mr. WISE. If the gentleman will con-
tinue to yield, why has it not it gone to
conference? The Republican leadership
had the ability to appoint the conferees
and move it to conference. | voted on
that a few months ago.

Mr. LAZIO of New York. Reclaiming
my time, Mr. Speaker, as the gen-
tleman knows, it takes two houses,
both the other body and this body, to
get the job done. And it is the opinion
of both bodies that this is the best ve-
hicle to move it along, on the leader-
ship on both sides. So | would ask that
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my colleagues not put up artificial pro-
cedural obstacles in the way of getting
the job done, of doing the right thing.

I would also mention, for those peo-
ple who have said, oh, this is a lot of
work that is on an appropriations bill,
but in the last appropriations bill that
was done there were a lot of folks who
stood for the so-called mark-to-market
section (8) authorizing language, with
over 100 pages of authorizing language
on an appropriation vehicle. | see the
gentleman from Massachusetts, who
supported that, using that appropria-
tions vehicle to authorize. Now, | was
not, quite frankly, in support of that,
but that was the precedent that was set
in the last Congress.

My message now is, let us get the job
done. Let us not leave people behind.
We know what to do. Let us not play
games. Let us get the job done for
America.

O 1100

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 5 minutes to the very distin-
guished gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
STOKES).

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, | rise in
strong opposition to this rule. It makes
a mockery of the legislative procedures
that have governed the debate on ap-
propriations bills for decades.

It used to be the case that the Com-
mittee on Appropriations went to the
Committee on Rules primarily to get
their bills protected from points of
order due to lack of authorizing legis-
lation. In this rule, however, we have
provisions left unprotected for which
waivers were sought by the Committee
on Appropriations.

Incredibly, reams of authorizing leg-
islation that have no business in an ap-
propriations measure are being in-
cluded, over the objections of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations. | suppose,
looking at the track record of the Com-
mittee on Banking and Financial Serv-
ices during the past two Congresses, it
is not surprising that they should
adopt this approach.

Virtually every significant housing
legislation provision passed during the
past 3% years have been contained in
an appropriations bill. They have not
been able to do their job. This year,
they seem to be admitting defeat ear-
lier than usual. It is one thing to in-
clude major legislative provisions in
appropriations conference reports near
the end of a session when time is run-
ning short. To do so at this stage of the
process is a major admission of failure.

| agree that there is a real need for
enactment of housing authorizations.
However, | and a number of other Mem-
bers of the House and Senate and, per-
haps most significantly, the President
have a serious disagreement with cer-
tain provisions of the House-passed bill
that the rules seek to attach to this
appropriations bill.

The only way these issues can be re-
solved and a housing bill signed into
law is through negotiation and com-
promise. | am told by my counterparts
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on the authorizing committee that
such negotiations had been proceeding
in a serious and constructive way, at
least until this maneuver. Passing es-
sentially the same bill through the
House a second time does nothing to
advance the process. About all it does
is poison the well of good will.

Perhaps the backers of this negotia-
tion think they can use the appropria-
tions process to cram an unacceptable
bill down the throats of the President
and congressional opponents. In the
end, | doubt that they will succeed in
doing so. But | fear that they may drag
down our appropriations bill in the at-
tempt.

A second major problem is that the
rule selectively picks just a couple of
provisions in the committee-reported
bill to leave unprotected against points
of order. One of these is the provision
raising the Ilimits on FHA-insured
mortgages. | believe that what the
Committee on Appropriations did was a
constructive step towards expanding
home ownership. Some may disagree.

But if the rule had simply provided
protection against points of order, any-
one who disagreed with that provision
would have a chance to offer an amend-
ment to strike it and the House would
have a debate and a vote. | suspect our
position would prevail, since the ma-
jority of the membership of the House
has written to the Committee on Ap-
propriations asking that an FHA loan
limit provision be included in the bill.

But, in any event, the House should
have had a chance to work its will on
this issue. This rule denies the House
that opportunity by allowing any indi-
vidual Member to remove the provision
from the bill simply by raising a point
of order.

In summary, the bill reported by our
committee is a reasonable bill, though
not without its own flaws. On balance,
the appropriations bill is worthy of
support. Unfortunately, the rule is ba-
sically a mechanism for turning our
bill into something less reasonable and
less worthy of support.

| urge a no vote on the rule.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. KNOLLENBERG).

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Speaker, |
thank the gentleman for yielding me
the time.

Mr. Speaker, | rise in support of the
rule for the VA-HUD appropriations
bill for fiscal year 1999. Regardless of
what we might hear, it is an open and
fair rule. This rule does nothing to stop
an open debate on a very important
issue, and that is the Kyoto Protocol.
Let me repeat that. The rule does noth-
ing to stop an open debate on a very
important issue, the Kyoto Protocol. |
am pleased that the we can have an
open debate on this issue as the rule
provides.

There are those who want to cir-
cumvent the U.S. Constitution by im-
plementing a treaty before it is ratified
by the Senate. The VA-HUD appropria-
tions bill limits funding to implement
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the Kyoto treaty until the Senate rati-
fication, period.

We need this funding limitation. The
Kyoto Protocol would have a devastat-
ing impact on this economy of ours. It
would Kill millions of jobs. And | think
everybody realizes that it will kill jobs.
Even the administration realizes that.
That will result in higher prices and
significantly a lower standard of living
for Americans.

As a result, there is strong opposition
to this agreement in Congress. And the
President simply does not have the
votes to win ratification in the Senate.
Faced with this dilemma, the Clinton
administration is attempting to cir-
cumvent the will of Congress by imple-
menting the Kyoto treaty bit by bit,
piece by piece, through a series of regu-
latory actions.

Now, it is important to note, what
does the Kyoto funding limitation do?
It prohibits only certain categories of
regulatory activities that have the pur-
pose of implementing the Kyoto Proto-
col without Senate ratification. It ap-
plies only to the development, pro-
posal, and finalization of rules, regula-
tions, orders, and decrees that imple-
ment the unratified Protocol or that
are designed for such implementation.

What does the Kyoto funding limita-
tion not do? Contrary to some claims,
it is important to note that this lan-
guage does not affect existing pro-
grams and ongoing activities to carry
out the United States’ voluntary com-
mitments under the 1992 Climate
Change Convention. It does not hinder
legitimate climate science research ac-
tivities or studies or existing funding
for research and development. In fact,
all other EPA actions and programs
funded by this bill for environmental
and other purposes, including climate
change, are not affected by this limita-
tion.

So | would urge my colleagues on
both sides, please oppose any attempts
to strike the Kyoto funding limitation
and support the rule for consideration
of VA-HUD.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
New York (Mr. LAFALCE).

(Mr. LAFALCE asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman for yielding me the
time.

Mr. Speaker, | wish to commend the
chairman and distinguished ranking
member of the Subcommittee on VA,
HUD and Independent Agencies, the
gentleman from California (Mr. LEWIS)
and the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
STOKES), for the excellent job that they
have done in reporting out a very good
appropriations bill, an appropriations
bill that if it were the bill that was re-
ported out of subcommittee, we prob-
ably all would be able to support in
both a bipartisan and perhaps even a
unanimous fashion today. Unfortu-
nately, that is not the bill that has
come to the floor of the House of Rep-
resentatives.
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The Committee on Rules has not
only blurred the distinction between
the appropriations and the authorizing
process, they have obliterated it. The
fact of the matter is the authorizing
committees in both the House and the
Senate have acted. The House authoriz-
ing committee acted in May of 1997.
The Senate authorizing committee
acted on a public housing bill in June
of 1997, the full Senate and the full
House that is; and conferees still have
not been appointed.

The gentleman from Georgia (Mr.
GINGRICH) and Senate Majority Leader
LoTT have not appointed conferees to
bills that were passed in the spring of
1997. And now the Committee on Rules,
in an obliteration of the authorizing
process, is attempting to foist upon us
in the appropriations process a very
controversial bill, a bill that is con-
troversial not only within this House, a
bill that is controversial within the
Senate, a bill on which Republicans in
the Senate and Republicans in the
House have serious disagreement over.

I ask this body to preserve the integ-
rity of the authorizing process. Both
bodies, the House and the Senate, have
acted. Let the leaders appoint con-
ferees and let the conferees from the
authorizing committee resolve our dif-
ferences and then let us pass an appro-
priations bill that does what an appro-
priations bill is supposed to do, appro-
priate.

| rise today to join the distinguished ranking
member of the Rules Committee, Representa-
tive MOAKLEY, in opposition to the rule for con-
sideration of H.R. 4194, the fiscal year 1999
Appropriations bill for the Veterans Administra-
tion, the Department of Housing and Urban
Development and Independent Agencies.
While | believe H.R. 4194 is a good bill and
could garner strong bipartisan support, | am
opposed to the rule’'s treatment of Chairman
LEACH'S amendment to include H.R. 2, the
draconian reform to our Federal housing pro-
grams, in this funding bill.

The Rule before us violates the principles of
this House. The House is divided into commit-
tees. As | see it, the work of those committees
is divided into two categories: Appropriating
and authorizing. Authorizers, such as myself,
are charged with considering programmatic
policy questions, while appropriators are
charged with making difficult funding decisions
within the constraints of the budget resolution.
These are two very distinct roles. In recogni-
tion of that fact, the Rules of the House permit
Members to strike authorizing provisions in-
cluded in—or offered as an amendment to—
appropriations bills by raising points of order
against such provisions.

Nonetheless, it appears that the Rule before
us applies that longstanding policy only when
it is convenient to the majority party. For in-
stance, the Rule waives points of order
against Chairman LEACH's amendment to in-
corporate H.R. 2, the draconian public and as-
sisted housing reform bill into the HUD-VA
bill. Despite the fact that the House and Sen-
ate Democrats, along with the Administration,
have been negotiating to resolve the conten-
tious policy issues raised in H.R. 2 and its
Senate counterpart, S. 462, the Rule facilitates
efforts to circumvent negotiations even at the
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risk of frustrating progress on this important
funding bill. Today, we should be focusing our
attention on the important bill at hand, H.R.
4194, leaving contentious public housing
issues to be debated and resolved separately.

While consideration of H.R. 2 is protected,
the rule fails to waive points of order against
provisions included in the bill raising the loan
limits for the Federal Housing Administration’s
single family loan program. The FHA amend-
ment, another authorizing provision, was
unanimously approved by the Appropriations
Committee and pays for an increase of $80
million for veterans research and the National
Science Foundation. It is a priority of the Ad-
ministration and reflects a good compromise
between the Administration’s request and pri-
vate sector interests. Nevertheless, the Rule
fails to waive points of order against that au-
thorizing provision.

The Rule’s treatment of H.R. 2 and the
amendment to the FHA loan limit defies logic.
Under H.R. 2, 709,000 fewer low-income
households would be provided Federal hous-
ing assistance in 10 years. Striking the in-
crease in FHA loan limits would put at risk the
dream of homeownership for many potential
homeowners. As | see it, the real result we will
have in proceeding in this manner is to ensure
that the rich get richer and the poor get poor-
er.

Again, | urge my colleagues to join me in
firm opposition to this rule on H.R. 4194,

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Dela-
ware (Mr. CASTLE).

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman for yielding me the
time.

I do rise in support of this rule, par-
ticularly that portion of it which pro-
vides for the consideration of the
amendment by the gentleman from
lowa (Mr. LEACH) and the gentleman
from New York (Mr. LAzIO) to replace
the 1937, 1937, United States Housing
Act with a House-passed, already-
passed version of H.R. 2.

H.R. 2 contains many important pro-
visions that would significantly decen-
tralize the public housing system and
require greater community involve-
ment from public housing residents.

Under the measure, local housing
agencies could give residents a choice
of paying either 30 percent of their in-
come in rent or paying a flat rent
agreed to by the tenant and the hous-
ing officials. This would benefit ten-
ants because the rent would not nec-
essarily increase with their income, as
occurs now.

The bill would also require most un-
employed residents of public housing or
subsidized rental units to perform at
least 8 hours of community service.

Additionally, in order to infuse more
of the working poor into public hous-
ing, the bill would require that no
more than 35 percent of new tenants be
people who earn 30 percent or less of an
area’s median income.

I would also urge support for three
measures | authored which were in-
cluded in the final version of H.R. 2.

First, the bill would reward housing
authorities, like those in Delaware,
that are innovative and efficient.
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Secondly, the bill would allow hous-
ing authorities to screen out sex of-
fenders who might endanger children
living in public housing.

And, finally, it allows high-perform-
ing housing authorities like the Dover
and Delaware State Housing Authori-
ties to use funds from disposition hous-
ing, that is, when housing is torn down,
to purchase replacement scattered site
dwellings.

As my colleagues may recall, H.R. 2
passed this Chamber overwhelmingly
293-132 on May 14, 1997. So | have every
confidence that this bill will not weigh
down the VA-HUD appropriations bill.

Furthermore, when Congress has a
clear picture of what final reforms will
be made to the public housing system,
it can make better informed decisions
of how much money to appropriate to
that program.

For all the Members who share the
goal of transforming public housing
from a way of life into a better life for
low-income children and their families,
I urge them to support this amend-
ment.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. KENNEDY).

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, first of all, | wanted to thank
both the chairman, the gentleman from
California (Mr. LEwiIs), as well as the
ranking member, the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. STOKES), for the very hard
work that they have done on attempt-
ing to bring to the House floor the bill
that | had hoped to support, a bill that
would have put $100 million into new
vouchers under the section 8 program,
a bill that would have put $150 million
new money into the homelessness, a
bill that would have put $500 million
into the public housing modernization
program, and a bill that would have
put $10 million into the Fair Housing
Enforcement Program.

Unfortunately, despite the fact that
that attempt was made, there was sort
of a sneak attack that took place yes-
terday morning in the Committee on
Rules. It was a sneak attack done by
the chairman of the Committee on
Housing who attempted to circumvent
the process, without any pride of his
own authorship, of being able to get a
bill out of our committee and onto the
House floor in proper manner. But in-
stead, because he cannot work out a
compromise with the House and Senate
and the administration on a bill that
he has put forth that is far too radical
for people to be able to accept in terms
of the number of poor people that are
going to be thrown out on the street,
the fact that hundreds and hundreds of
thousands, our estimate at HUD is over
700,000, very, very poor people will be
put out on the street. And that is what
is going on here.

We are doing nothing more than say-
ing to the poorest of the poor that they
do not count, they do not matter, that
what we care about is making sure
that the buildings look good.

Well, listen, folks, this is not about
whether or not everybody can walk
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around and go back home and say,
gosh, public housing looks terrific be-
cause now we have moderate-income
people in public housing. We have got
to make sure that we do not abandon
the poor, and that is what this bill will
do.

Do not turn our back on the poor. It
is a terrible thing to do. Please reach
into our conscience and recognize, yes,
we can go back and get all sorts of
kudos for cleaning it up, but if the
price of cleaning it up is throwing out
the people that live there, we have not
accomplished anything. They might
look good to their constituents, but in
their heart, they know what they have
done is wrong. Vote against this bill. It
is wrong-headed, and it is wrong-heart-
ed.

0 1115

I would also like to point out, Mr.
Speaker, that in another attack on the
legislation that had been, | think,
evenhanded and worked out by both
the gentleman from California (Mr.
LEwis) and the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. STOKES), there were provisions to
raise the loan limits on the FHA pro-
gram. Those are critically important
so that we do not continue to keep the
FHA program totally targeted towards
very, very poor people and not allow
some people that live in more mod-
erate-income neighborhoods to be able
to participate.

That provision, which 230 Members of
this House, both Democrat and Repub-
lican, supported, has now been stripped
out of the bill. A point of order is going
to be made against it, and we will lose
it. As a result of that we are going to
see FHA weakened, we are going to see
the ability of our country to be able to
put forth meaningful housing programs
hurt, and | just think that if we are
going to do this, we had a process of
negotiation that we were all partici-
pating in, we were close to an agree-
ment; if we could have allowed that to
continue to go forward, we could have
avoided the mess that is going to occur
on the House floor for the rest of the
day today.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 3 minutes to the gentlewoman
from Connecticut (Ms. DELAURO).

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, the VA
HUD appropriations bill contains bi-
partisan legislation that | introduced
with the gentleman from New Jersey
(Mr. ANDREWS) and the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. WELDON), two of this
Congress’ experts on fire safety. It
would direct the Consumer Product
Safety Commission to reinstate fire
standards which governed children’s
sleepwear, kept our children, kept our
kids, safe for more than 25 years.

A coalition of health and safety
groups, including the American Burn
Association, the National Fire Protec-
tion Association, the Coalition for
American Trauma Care, the American
College of Surgeons, the American
Public Health Association, the Emer-
gency Nurses Association, all of them
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support the return to the previous fire
safety standards because they know
how important it is to protect our chil-
dren from devastating burn injuries.

During the committee consideration
of the bill, the chairman of the com-
mittee agreed and promised to ensure
that this legislation would be protected
in this bill, that our kids would be pro-
tected. Unfortunately, unfortunately,
the Republican leadership in this
House broke that agreement made by
one of their own committee chairs.

Mr. Speaker, | strongly oppose this
rule because it breaks that agreement
which has protected an amendment to
save children in this country from fire
burns and from death. For 25 years
children’s sleepwear was held to a high-
er standards of flammability than
other kinds of clothing. It made it so
that they would self-extinguish after
exposure to a small flame. Manufactur-
ers were required to test every part of
the garments, the seams, and trim and
everything else, in terms of ensuring
that high standard for our kids’ safety.
The National Fire Protection Agency
estimates that there would have been
10 times more deaths associated with
children’s sleepwear without this
standard.

And when the Consumer Product
Safety Commission eliminated those, a
coalition of groups came together. Peo-
ple in the House came together to say
let us reinstate those regulations so
that our Kids are safe.

We had this piece of legislation, we
agreed on this piece of legislation, and
the Republican leadership in this
House says, no, let us leave our Kkids
unprotected and not make sure that
this bill cannot be struck down in this
effort.

Where are we? Who are we committed
to? Are we committed to special inter-
ests around this country, or are we
committed to Kids and to families in
this country?

This is a simple piece of legislation.
It requires no money. It just says let us
have the will to make sure our Kkids are
safe and reinstate those regulations as
it has to do with their sleepwear.

Mr. Speaker, | oppose this rule, and
my colleagues should vote against it.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, the gentlewoman from
Connecticut points up the flammabil-
ity language in this bill, and there was
a technical error in drafting it, and the
money provided for the Consumer
Product Safety Commission says $5 bil-
lion in the report. It was meant to be
$5 million, and | ask unanimous con-
sent that that technical correction be
agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. CoL-
LINS). Is there objection to the request
of the gentleman from Georgia?

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, | ob-
ject.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, | reserve
the balance of my time.
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Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
New Jersey (Mr. ANDREWS).

(Mr. ANDREWS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Speaker, | thank
my friend from Ohio for yielding this
time to me.

| oppose this rule, Mr. Speaker, be-
cause of its outrageous assault on the
consumers of this country. For 24 years
it was a law of this country that when
a shopper went into a store and
thought about buying clothing for an
infant, if the clothing was not treated
in such a way that it would not burn,
if it was not treated for flammability,
we knew it, because there was a label
on it, and we knew enough not to put
a 3-month-old or a 4-month-old down
for the night in a crib with clothing
that might catch on fire and burn the
child to death. For 24 years emergency
room nurses and arson experts and fire-
fighters across this country said it
worked.

In 1996, for reasons that are beyond
any of us that have any common sense,
the Consumer Product Safety Commit-
tee changed that rule. It was a rule
change that was opposed by the fire
community, by the medical commu-
nity, by the children’s advocates of
this country.

This Congress decided to do some-
thing to fix it. The gentlewoman from
Connecticut (Ms. DELAURO), the gen-
tleman  from Pennsylvania (Mr.
WELDON) and | introduced legislation
to put the old law back to where it was.
Thanks to the efforts of the gentleman
from California (Mr. LEwIS) and the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. STOKES) and
the members of this committee, we are
moving forward that law.

We thought today that we would
have a chance to talk about it on this
floor and vote on it, but for reasons
that are mysterious and unbeknownst
to me, we are not going to get that
chance because later on, Mr. Speaker,
here is what is going to happen. We get
to the point of this bill where this con-
sumer protection standard is pre-
sented. One Member, one, will have the
chance to stand up and object to it, and
it will be stripped out of the bill with
no vote.

Mr. Speaker, if there are Members
who disagree with this law, and | un-
derstand in good faith that there could
be, let them come to this floor, let
them take this well, and let them
argue their point, and let us put it up
for a vote. The fair and reasonable
thing to have done would have been to
permit an amendment that would have
stripped this provision from the bill
and put it up for a vote. But the people
who oppose this provision do not want
their fingerprints on the opposition to
this provision because they could not
go home, they could not look their con-
stituents in the eye and say, ‘“‘l just
voted to weaken consumer standards
for your children.”

If my colleagues believe that is the
right thing to do, then vote on it. My
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colleagues should have the courage to
come to this floor and put their name
on it.

Mr. Speaker, this is wrong, and | be-
lieve the Republican leadership of this
House, failing the defeat of this rule,
which | urge, ought to have the cour-
age to bring to the floor this bill on a
stand-alone vote so all 435 of us can go
on the record and explain to our con-
stituents where we stand.

If my colleagues ever wanted an ar-
gument as to why we need campaign fi-
nance reform, this is it.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, | reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Indiana (Mr. ROEMER).

(Mr. ROEMER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Speaker, | rise to
salute my good friends, the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. STOKES) and the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. LEwIS),
who | have the utmost respect for, but
I also rise to oppose this rule and to
plead with my colleagues for a fairer
and more just allocation of the re-
sources in this bill.

Now we came to a historic bipartisan
balanced budget agreement last year,
and that makes many of our decisions
in this Congress even more difficult,
because while we have a balanced budg-
et, now it is our obligation to fairly
and justly spend the money within the
budget. And | argue with my colleagues
that spending on a space station, not
the space program which | strongly
support, the $13 billion, but a space sta-
tion, is not just, right and fair to the
rest of America.

The space station started in 1984. It
was going to be completed in 1992 with
a crew size of eight for a total cost of
$8 billion. Today our international
space station is going to be completed
maybe in 2006 with a crew size of
maybe 6 to 8 people for a total cost of
$98 billion; from 8 billion to 98 billion
plus.

Now at the same time, and we will
get into this debate when | offer an
amendment, at the same time we look
at this bill, AmeriCorps for our work-
ing people to go, with responsibility to
go earn their money for school, is zero
funded; $428 million is gone. The com-
munity development block grants for
poor inner-city people, 80 million less
than 1998. Veterans facility, major con-
struction, cut by 20 percent.

Do we want to fund the space station
that is a hundred billion dollars in
cost, or are we going to justly and fair-
ly fund programs for the rest of Amer-
ica?

Defeat the rule, and let us get a fair
allocation of this bill.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, | reluc-
tantly yield 2 minutes to the gentle-
woman from Washington (Mrs. SMITH),
who is going to speak against the rule.

Mrs. LINDA SMITH of Washington.
Mr. Speaker, | do reluctantly speak
against the rule, but | found out late
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last night that an amendment that |
think helps us keep our word was ruled
out of order, and, had | had enough
time and understood what was happen-
ing this morning, | certainly would
have talked to our leadership about it.
I do not like to speak against rules be-
cause | know it is so hard to come up
with a bill that is good, and there is a
lot of good things in this bill.

But a couple of months ago we start-
ed a process that was very disturbing,
and we started it on the transportation
budget. What we decided to do was use
an excuse to cut veterans’ health care.

Now this was a bipartisan decision. It
started with the President, and he de-
cided we take a big cut into veterans’
health care benefits and say, if some-
one ever started smoking when they
were in the military, that they would
not be covered. Well, that really was
not the issue. They just wanted an ex-
cuse to cut veterans’ health care.

Well, Mr. Speaker, they did such a
poor job when they hung it into the
transportation bill, see, because they
wanted the $10 billion plus to spend on
their transportation projects, that it
was done so poorly they had to redraft
it and hang it on the IRS reform bill to
make sure that they got these veter-
ans’ health care cuts in.

Now everybody went home on the
Fourth and promised if they could fix
it, they would fix it, but it was in a big-
ger bill, and that bigger bill they just
needed to vote for; transportation was
so important. So, if they had been able
to, they certainly would fix it.

Now today we are after another vote,
the IRS reform vote. Not only did they
not fix it, as many people said they
would do as they traveled around the
Nation, but they confirmed it in, again,
a rider, something put on in a con-
ference that they are not real proud
about doing out front, and, yes, this
was bipartisan; conferences are biparti-
san. Both the Democrats and Repub-
licans went behind closed doors and ne-
gotiated and decided that they were
going to again confirm a cut in veter-
ans’ health care.

Now some say, well, it is just fair. If
someone started smoking in the mili-
tary, they should not get health care
later in life. Now that is a different
issue, if that were the only issue, but it
is not the only issue. The real issue is
it went to the bottom line of the veter-
ans budget, and they cut money out.

Now the veterans of the Vietnam war
is growing, and Democrats and Repub-
licans alike, and the President, can
deny that people that fought in the
Vietnam war are aging. Second World
War. We can pretend their health care
goes away, but it does not, and we
made a commitment in this country to
those men and women that fought for
our country.

Now today we stand here again, and
this bill could have fixed it, and this
bill does not fix it. So vote against the
rule.
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Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 1% minutes to the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. PASCRELL).

Mr. PASCRELL. Mr. Speaker, it is a
travesty when this Congress puts the
interests of an industry over the inter-
ests of our citizens. | am ashamed that
this is what is happening today.

This rule not only subjects fire re-
tardant standards for children’s
sleepwear to a point of order, but in-
cludes a special interest provision by
the gentleman from Mississippi (Mr.
WICKER) which would delay flammabil-
ity standards for upholstered furniture.

Mr. Speaker, this provision is not a
good faith compromise. This is a provi-
sion which was drafted by the special
interests, with no input from the Con-
sumer Product Safety Commission or
the National Association of State Fire
Marshals. Yet, the staff of the gen-
tleman from Mississippi (Mr. Wicker)
felt they could tell other staffs that
the fire marshals had accepted this
compromise.

Untrue. This is a serious problem
here, just another example of misrepre-
senting this issue. We cannot put the
upholstered furniture industry’s inter-
est above the public interest.

I strongly urge my colleagues to op-
pose this rule and demand that the
Consumer Product Safety Commission
be allowed to continue their work on
flammability standards and children’s
sleepwear. Say ‘‘no”’ to the $16 billion
upholstery furniture industry. Say
“‘yes’ to saving lives and preventing
fires.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi (Mr. WICKER).

Mr. WICKER. Mr. Speaker, | had not
intended to speak on this rule, al-
though | do support it, but my name
was called, and | want to explain what
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
PAscRELL) was talking about.

Mr. Speaker, there is a provision in
this bill not to stop a rule on flam-
mability, but to let scientists decide
what the exact effect is, not only on
consumers, but also on the people who
work around these flame retardants.
There can be very harmful effects to
the workers and also to the consumers,
and we need to let the scientists look
at this. This provision provides for out-
side peer review.

I never authorized my staff to say
that the fire marshals supported this
provision. What is true is that | have
worked as member of the Committee
on Appropriations with members of the
Committee on Commerce, and they are
now satisfied. So if someone said the
fire marshals have signed off on it, that
is inaccurate. What is true is that the
Committee on Commerce does now sup-
port the provision.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 1%> minutes to the gentlewoman
from Michigan (Ms. KILPATRICK).

(Ms. KILPATRICK asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)
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Ms. KILPATRICK. Mr. Speaker, |
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time.

Mr. Speaker, | want to first commend
the gentleman from California (Mr.
LEwiIs), as well as our ranking member,
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. STOKES),
for the work they have done in a bipar-
tisan effort on a very good VA-HUD
bill that | had intended to vote for.

It is unfortunate that the Committee
on Rules now saw fit to put H.R. 2, our
housing bill, into the HUD bill. I am a
member of Committee on Banking and
Financial Services, where H.R. 2 came
out of. It is very controversial. The
Senate passed it last year, as well as
us, in the early part of the year. They
have not been able to come to a conclu-
sion, although they have been nego-
tiating. It is a tough bill that should be
debated on its own.

The process that the Committee on
Rules used to put H.R. 2, the housing
bill, into VA-HUD is unfortunate. It is
unfortunate because it circumvents the
process. There has been a lot of work
and effort put into the bill. It is a very
important bill and has many things
that need to be worked out.

I urge my colleagues to oppose the
rule. Let us support the chairman and
our ranking member in their efforts.
VA-HUD should go on its own merits.
H.R. 2 should be debated. Let us oppose
this rule.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. NETHERCUTT).

Mr. NETHERCUTT. Mr. Speaker, |
thank the gentleman for yielding me
time.

Mr. Speaker, | had a chance to listen
for a few minutes to the comments of
the gentleman from Indiana (Mr. ROE-
MER) about the space station, and came
over to the floor just to address that
for a minute.

I was in Huntsville, Alabama, a cou-
ple of weeks ago and had a chance to go
to Marshall Space Center and look at
literally the construction of the space
station, the American portion of the
space station, that is ongoing there as
we speak. It has been a terrific project,
and it has great application, I would
submit, to medical research.

There is high morale among the
space station personnel who are em-
ployed by Boeing, the prime contrac-
tor, and others, but, more importantly,
| see some great benefits in the future
that will be derived from the use of
this international space station for
purposes of medical research.

While | have the highest respect for
the judgment of the gentleman from
Indiana, | disagree with the gentleman
on this one. This Space Station is
going to lead the way in medical re-
search, which is going to help cure dis-
eases for those of us on Earth because
of the kind of research that deals with
microgravity. Microgravity offers a
unique opportunity to study medical
research and study diseases and cure
diseases in our country.

| got a good briefing. | encourage my
colleague, the gentleman from Indiana
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(Mr. ROEMER), to go to Huntsville, if he
has not already had a chance to listen
to the great presentations that are
being made there and the great
progress being made there, not just in
medical research, but in technology.

So | wanted the remarks of the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. ROEMER) not
to go unnoticed, because | see some
great value in the space station.

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. NETHERCUTT. |
gentleman from Indiana.

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman from Washington State
for yielding.

While we often agree on some issues,
we certainly disagree on this one. We
had a press conference yesterday with
two very, very eminent and qualified
scientists, Dr. Park from Maryland and
a Dr. Brown from Johns Hopkins, and
both said, and we will talk more about
this in the debate on the space station
itself, both said that the space station,
with its delays and its costs, are
cannibalizing other very, very worth-
while science projects.

Mr. NETHERCUTT. Mr. Speaker, re-
claiming my time, that is 2 out of the
about 10,000 that support this station.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
New York (Mr. HINCHEY).

Mr. HINCHEY. Mr. Speaker, it is sad
to see how this Congress has hardened
its heart toward America’s veterans.
The latest expression of that is con-
tained within this bill and the rule
that controls it.

The bill, first of all, makes inad-
equate provision for a growing problem
in America with regard to veterans
health care. It may be the result of so
few Members of this House having had
the opportunity to have the experience
of serving their country in uniform.

Whatever the reason, this bill deals
inadequately with the problems of vet-
erans health care, it funds veterans
health care inadequately, and, further-
more, it makes provisions to transfer
inadequate funds inappropriately and
discriminately against the interests of
veterans.

There are many reasons why this bill
should be defeated, but particularly,
today, as our veterans from World War
11, from Korea, and even Vietnam are
aging, and the illnesses, physical and
psychological, which they suffered as a
result of those conflicts are expressing
themselves more deeply, it is time that
we pay attention to the needs of Amer-
ica’s veterans and fund health care ade-
quately.

Defeat this rule if you care about the
veterans of America.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to my friend the gentleman
from New York (Mr. SoLOMON), the
chairman of the Committee on Rules.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, as one
who has also worn the uniform of the
Armed Forces of this country, | take
exception to what the gentleman just
said. | suggest the gentleman go to the

yield to the
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White House and meet with the Presi-
dent of the United States, whose budg-
et inadequately funded veterans bene-
fits, not only in veterans benefits, but
in the medical care delivery system in
this country.

This bill, and I want to commend the
gentleman from California (Mr. LEWIS)
and the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
STOKES), who we are going to miss des-
perately in his retirement because of
the job he has done, but Mr. Speaker,
what we are doing is we are restoring
the cuts that the President had rec-
ommended. Not only that, but in the
Senate bill there is an additional $200
million added to the veterans medical
care delivery system. That is why we
need to vote for this rule and we need
to vote for this bill today.

Mr. Speaker, a number of years ago |
sponsored the legislation which created
the Department of Veterans Affairs.
Before that it was an agency, and be-
fore that we had nobody sitting at the
cabinet level negotiating for the veter-
ans of this country.

Back in those days we had, unfortu-
nately, a Subcommittee of Housing and
Veterans Administration and other
agencies. | had legislation pending in
the Congress which would separate out
and create a new Subcommittee on Ap-
propriations for the Department of
Veterans Affairs, which is the second
biggest department in the Federal Gov-
ernment beyond Defense.

That is really what we ought to be
doing, because now the veterans of this
country have to negotiate with HUD
and with all the other agencies, and
with the space station and NASA in
order for their fair share, and it just is
not working out.

But this bill before us today helps
the veterans of this Nation, and it
helps us get to the Senate where we
will have a chance to come in with at
least $100 million, if not $200 million,
more than what the President had rec-
ommended in cutting, for our veterans
in this country.

So | urge Members to support the
veterans by voting for this bill. Again
I commend the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. LEwIS), standing over there
in the corner, a great American who
does a great job for the veterans, and
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. STOKES)
over here.

Vote for the rule and vote for the
bill.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, |
yield myself such time as | may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, | have no further re-
quests for time. | would simply say
that | will ask for a ““no’ vote on the
rule, as many of us over here and many
of us on both sides consider this rule
unfair in many ways.

Mr. Speaker, | yield back the balance
of my time.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. LINDER

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, | offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. LINDER:
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Page 2, line 15, strike ‘“The amendment’
and all that follows through ““line 3.”” on line
21 and insert the following: “The amendment
printed in the report of the Committee on

Rules accompanying this resolution, as
modified by striking ‘$5,000,000,000° in the
proposed section 425(g) and inserting

‘$5,000,000°, shall be considered as adopted in
the House and in the Committee of the
Whole. Points of order against provisions in
the bill, as amended, for failure to comply
with clause 2 or 6 of rule XXI are waived ex-
cept as follows: page 88, line 16, through page
89, line 22.”

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the rule, the gentleman from Georgia
is recognized for the remaining 1%
minutes to explain his amendment.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, this
amendment merely makes a technical
correction in the last line of the report
from the Committee on Rules that er-
roneously, by a typo, has put a $5 bil-
lion figure in there. It was meant to be
$5 million. | tried to move this by
unanimous consent, and it was ob-
jected to.

The amendment further protects the
language in the bill from a point of
order that allows the FHA loan ceiling
to go up.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. LINDER. | yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, as the
Members know, the language on the
FHA increase was protected. We were
hoping we were going to be able to
have a negotiating position with the
Senate where we could get some mean-
ingful reform in the public housing of
this country. We now are going to ac-
cede to the wishes of some on this side
of the aisle and that side of the aisle
and further protect that language so it
would not be subject to a point of order
and be knocked out of the bill.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, | move
the previous question on the amend-
ment and the resolution.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRIES
Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, | have a parliamentary in-
quiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will state it.

Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, if you would be kind enough
to explain the procedure, we have an
amendment here and we have an under-
lying rule. Is it permissible under the
rules to move the previous question on
both the amendment and the underly-
ing rule?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. That is
a permissible motion.

Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, further parliamentary in-
quiry. Is the amendment that has just
been offered included in the votes? Will
we have one vote on both the amend-
ment and the rule?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
amendment will be subject to a sepa-
rate vote.

Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin.
when will that take place?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Right
after the vote on ordering the previous
question.

And
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Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Speaker, | have a
parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will state it.

Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Speaker, | believe
there is going to be a separate vote on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. Linder)
which will be separate from the vote on
the previous question on the rule, as
amended, is that correct?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman is correct.
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The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Georgia (Mr.
LINDER).

The amendment was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the resolution, as
amended.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, | ob-
ject to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

Without objection, the vote by the
yeas and nays on H.R. 3731 will be a 5-
minute vote immediately following
this vote.

There was no objection.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 227, nays
195, not voting 12, as follows:

Evi-

[Roll No. 285]
YEAS—227

Aderholt Christensen Gekas
Archer Coble Gibbons
Armey Coburn Gilchrest
Bachus Collins Gillmor
Baker Combest Gilman
Ballenger Cook Goode
Barr Cooksey Goodlatte
Barrett (NE) Cox Goodling
Bartlett Crane Goss
Barton Cubin Graham
Bass Cunningham Granger
Bateman Davis (VA) Greenwood
Bereuter Deal Gutknecht
Bilbray DelLay Hansen
Bilirakis Diaz-Balart Hastert
Bliley Dickey Hastings (WA)
Boehlert Doolittle Hayworth
Boehner Dreier Hefley
Bonilla Duncan Herger
Bono Dunn Hilleary
Brady (TX) Ehlers Hobson
Bryant Ehrlich Hoekstra
Bunning Emerson Horn
Burr English Hostettler
Burton Ensign Houghton
Buyer Everett Hulshof
Callahan Ewing Hunter
Calvert Fawell Hutchinson
Camp Foley Hyde
Campbell Forbes Inglis
Canady Fossella Istook
Cannon Fowler Jenkins
Capps Fox Johnson (CT)
Castle Franks (NJ) Johnson, Sam
Chabot Frelinghuysen Jones
Chambliss Gallegly Kasich
Chenoweth Ganske Kelly
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King (NY)
Kingston
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lucas
Manzullo
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McHugh
Mclnnis
Mclntosh
McKeon
Metcalf
Mica
Miller (FL)
Moran (KS)
Morella
Myrick
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Northup
Nussle
Oxley

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baesler
Baldacci
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Bentsen
Berman
Berry
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Bonior
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd

Brady (PA)
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Cardin
Carson
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Condit
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Cummings
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)

Packard
Pappas
Parker

Paul

Paxon

Pease
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts

Pombo
Porter
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Redmond
Regula
Riggs

Riley

Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Royce

Ryun
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer, Dan
Schaffer, Bob
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw

Shays

NAYS—195

DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DelLauro
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Fazio
Filner
Ford
Frank (MA)
Frost
Furse
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gordon
Green
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Hefner
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Holden

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Shimkus
Shuster
Skeen
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (OR)
Smith (TX)
Snowbarger
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stump
Sununu
Talent
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Towns
Traficant
Upton
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wolf

Young (AK)
Young (FL)

Hooley
Hoyer
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
John
Johnson (WI)
Johnson, E. B.
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Klink
Kucinich
LaFalce
Lampson
Lantos
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manton
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McDermott
McGovern

McHale Peterson (MN) Stabenow
Mcintyre Pickett Stark
McKinney Pomeroy Stenholm
Meehan Poshard Stokes
Meek (FL) Price (NC) Strickland
Meeks (NY) Rahall Stupak
Menendez Reyes Tanner
Millender- Rivers Tauscher
McDonald Roemer Taylor (MS)
Miller (CA) Rothman Thompson
Minge Rush Thurman
Mink Sabo Tierney
Mollohan Sanchez Torres
Moran (VA) Sanders Turner
Murtha Sandlin Velazquez
Nadler Sawyer Vento
Neal Schumer Visclosky
Oberstar Scott Waters
Obey Serrano Watt (NC)
Olver Sherman Waxman
Ortiz Sisisky Wexler
Owens Skaggs Weygand
Pallone Skelton Wise
Pascrell Smith, Adam Woolsey
Pastor Smith, Linda Wynn
Payne Snyder Yates
Pelosi Spratt
NOT VOTING—12
Blunt Kennelly Rangel
Crapo McNulty Rodriguez
Gonzalez Moakley Roybal-Allard
Hill Norwood Slaughter
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Mrs. LINDA SMITH of Washington
changed her vote from ‘“‘aye’ to ‘“‘no.”

Mrs. CAPPS and Mr. STEARNS
changed their vote from “‘no’’ to ‘“‘aye.”

So the resolution, as amended, was
agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall
No. 285 for H. Res. 501, | was inadvertently
detained. Had | been present, | would have
voted “no.”

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. CoL-
LINS). The unfinished business on H.R.
3731 will be further postponed until
later today.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, | ask unan-
imous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days in which to re-
vise and extend their remarks on the
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further consideration of H.R. 4104, and
that | may include tabular and extra-
neous materials.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Arizona?

There was no objection.

TREASURY AND GENERAL GOV-
ERNMENT APPROPRIATIONS ACT,
1999

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 498 and rule
XXI11, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the further
consideration of the bill, H.R. 4104.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
Accordingly, the House resolved

itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
further consideration of the bill (H.R.
4104) making appropriations for the
Treasury Department, the United
States Postal Service, the Executive
Office of the President, and certain
Independent Agencies, for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1999, and for
other purposes, with Mr. DREIER in the
chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. When the Commit-
tee of the Whole rose on Wednesday,
July 15, 1998, all time for general de-
bate had expired.

Pursuant to the rule, the bill shall be
considered for amendment under the 5-
minute rule.

During consideration of the bill for
amendment, the Chair may accord pri-
ority in recognition to a Member offer-
ing an amendment that he has printed
in the designated place in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD. Those amendments
will be considered read.

The Chairman of the Committee of
the Whole may postpone a request for a
recorded vote on any amendment and
may reduce to a minimum of 5 minutes
the time for voting on any postponed
question that immediately follows an-
other vote, provided that the time for
voting on the first question shall be a
minimum of 15 minutes.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, at this point in
the RECORD | will insert a table showing the
details of this bill.

The material referred to is as follows:
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FY 1908 FY 1988 Bill compared with Bill compared with
Enacted Estimate Bill Enacted Estimate
TITLE | - DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY
Dep al Offices 114,771,000 123,848,000 122,889,000 +8,118,000
Automation Enhancement 81,380,000 33,852,000 31,190,000 -30,169,000
Transfer to Customs Service (-8,000,000)
Transfer to ATF {-3,700,000)
Office of Inspector Ger ] 28,718,000 30,678,000 30,678,000 +959,000
Office of Professional Responsibility 1,250,000 1,654,000 1,250,000  .ooeererrerernnasnsannnscenses
Treasury Buildings and Annex Repair and Restoration..........cc.uvees 10,484,000 27,000,000 27,000,000 +18,518,000
(Delay in obligation) {-27,000,000) {-27,000,000)
Financial Crimes Enf it N 22,835,000 24,000,000 24,000,000 +1,165,000

Violent Crime Reduction Programs:

Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms .. 18,421,000  ..ocicemieeensssnssesnarasaenes 3,000,000 -16,421,000 +3,000,000

Financial Crimes Enforcement Network.... 1,000,000 1,000,000 ... - -1,000,000 1,000,000

Interagency crime and drug enf it 45,000,000 24,000,000 +24,000,000 -21,000,000

United States Secret Servi 15,731,000 11,700,000 14,528,000 +1,203,000 +2,828,000

(Delay in obligation) (-828,000) (-828,000) (-828,000)

ONDCP Counterdrug Technology Assessment Center . 23,200,000  .ccoiiniiieririnsnnsnnananes 14,000,000 9,200,000 + 14,000,000

Gang Resistance Education and Training: Grants. 10,000,000 10,000,000 10,000,000

Federal Law Enforcement Training Center.............. - . 1,000,000 -1,000,000  ..cocninninnneeneen,

United States Customs Service 60,648,000 64,472,000 66,472,000 +5,824,000 +2,000,000

Total, Violent Crime Reduction Programs 131,000,000 132,172,000 132,000,000 +1,000,000 -172,000
Federal Law Enforcement Training Center:
Salaries and Expenses 64,663,000 71,823,000 71,823,000 +7,260,000
Acquisition, Construction, Improvements, and Related Expenses 32,548,000 28,360,000 28,360,000 -4,188,000
Total, Federal Law Enforcement Tmi'ning Center... 97,211,000 100,283,000 100,283,000 +3,072,000  .coivcenrennesnenresssssnenaes
Interagency Law Enforcement:
Interagency crime and drug enft it 73,794,000 30,800,000 51,800,000 -21,894,000 +21,000,000
Financial Management Service 207,790,000 202,510,000 198,510,000 -9,280,000 -4,000,000
Debt collection improvement t 3,000,000 -3,000,000
Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms:

Salaries and Expenses 478,934,000 544,324,000 530,624,000 +51,890,000 -13,700,000
(Delay in obligation) T A {-2,206,000) (-2,208,000) (-2,2086,000)
Transfer from Automation Enhancement (3,700,000) (-3,700,000)

Laboratory facilities and headquarters 55,022,000 32,000,000  .oicrerenieresrensisaasaases -55,022,000 32,000,000
Total, Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms ............ceeeernees 533,956,000 576,324,000 530,624,000 -3,332,000 -45,700,000

United States Customs Service:
Salaries and Expenses 1,522,165,000 1,638,065,000 1,638,085,000 + 115,900,000
{Delay in obligation) (-7,000,000) (-7,000,000)
Transfer from Automation Enhancement (8,000,000)
Rescission -8,000,000 +86,000,000
Subtotal 1,516,165,000 1,838,085,000 1,638,085,000 +121,800,000  ..ociteeninenenerenssrenssesnsans

Operation and Maintenance, Air and Marine Interdiction

Prog 92,758,000 98,488,000 100,688,000 +7,930,000
Rescission -4,470,000 +4,470,000
Subtotal 88,288,000 98,488,000 100,688,000 +12,400,000

Customs Services at Small Airports {to be derived from fees
collected) 2,408,000 2,000,000 2,000,000 “406,000  ..coornrrirerennreisennsarnsssssas

Harbor Maintenance Fee Collecti 3,000,000 3,000,000 3,000,000

Total, United States Customs Servi 1,608,859,000 1,741,553,000 1,743,753,000 +133,884,000 +2,200,000
Bureau of the Public Debt 169,426,000 173,100,000 172,100,000 +2,674,000 1,000,000
Internal Revenue Service:

Processing, Assistance, and Management.................. cvereranenssnannne 2,925,874,000 3,162,430,000 3,025,013,000 +98,130,000 -137,417,000

Tax Law Enforcement . 3,142,822,000 3,169,539,000 3,164,189,000 +21,367,000 -5,350,000

Rescission -32,000,000 +32,000,000

Subtotal 3,110,822,000 3,169,5398,000 3,164,189,000 +53,367,000

Eamed Income Tax Credit Compli Initiative 138,000,000 143,000,000 143,000,000 +5,000,000 .

Information Syst: 1,272,487,000 1,540,884,000 1,224,032,000 -48,455,000 -316,852,000

Information technology ir 1¢ 325,000,000 323,000,000 210,000,000 -115,000,000 -113,000,000

Rescission -30,330,000 +30,330,000 .

Subtotal 204,670,000 323,000,000 210,000,000 -84,670,000 -113,000,000
Net total, Internal Revenue Service. 7,741,853,000 8,338,853,000 7,766,234,000 +24,381,000 -572,619,000
United States Secret Service:
Salaries and Expenses 564,348,000 564,857,000 504,657,000 +30,308,000
Acquisition, Construction, improvement, and Related Expenses 8,799,000 8,445,000 6,445,000 -2,354,000

Total, United States Secret Servi 573,147,000 601,102,000 601,102,000 +27,955,000  ............ arusrasrsrsnssnansrsnases
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FY 1988 Il compared with Bill compared with
Enacted EFZ K Bil B Enacted Esﬁpr::te
Payment for the joint financial management improvement prog 3,000,000 -3,000,000
Net total, title |, Department of the Treasury..... 11,378,484,000 12,143,927,000 11,533,513,000 + 155,029,000 -810,414,000
TITLE Il - POSTAL SERVICE
Payments to the Postal Service
Payment to the Postal Service Fund 86,274,000 100,185,000 71,185,000 -15,079,000 29,000,000
TITLE Hl - EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
AND FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT
Compensation of the President and the White House Office:
Compensation of the President 250,000 250,000 250,000
Salaries and Expenses 51,198,000 52,344,000 52,344,000 +1,145,000  .ocrceeinirenienerensrsreeene
Executive Residence at the White House:
Operating Expenses 8,045,000 8,691,000 8,691,000 +646,000
White House Repair and Rest ion 200,000 -200,000
Special Assistance to the President and the Official Residence
of the Vice President:
Salaries and Expenses 3,378,000 3,512,000 3,512,000 +134,000  .inininenenniererssssnesienns
Operating exper 334,000 334,000 334,000
Council of Economic Advit 3,542,000 3,666,000 3,666,000 +124,000
Office of Policy Development 3,883,000 4,032,000 4,032,000 +49,000
National Security Council 6,648,000 6,806,000 6,806,000 +158,000
Office of Administration 28,883,000 40,550,000 28,350,000 -533,000
Office of Management and Budget 57,440,000 60,617,000 56,017,000 +1,577,000
Office of National Drug Control Policy 35,016,000 36,442,000 36,442,000 +1,426,000
Unanticipated Needs 1,000,000 1,000,000 +1,000,000
Federal Drug Control Programs: High Intensity Drug Trafficking
Areas Program 158,007,000 162,007,000 162,007,000 +3,000,000  .cccoricviririniiinenesesssnsnes
Special forfeiture fund 211,000,000 251,000,000 215,000,000 +4,000,000 -36,000,000
Information technology systems and related expenses
(contingent emergency funding) e - 2,250,000,000 +2,250,000,000 +2,250,000,000
Total, title ll, Executive Office of the President and Funds
Appropriated to the Presider 568,925,000 831,251,000 581,451,000 +12,526,000 -49,800,000
Emergency funding 2,250,000,000 +2,250,000,000 +2,250,000,000
TITLE IV - INDEPENDENT AGENCIES
Committee for Purchase from People Who Are Blind or Severely
Disabled 1,840,000 2,464,000 2,484,000 +524,000
Federal Election Commission 31,650,000 36,504,000 33,700,000 +2,050,000
Federal Labor Relations Authority 22,039,000 22,586,000 22,586,000 +547,000
General Services Administration:
Federal Buildings Fund:
Appropriation 482,100,000 +482,100,000 +482,100,000
Limitations on availability of revenue:
Construction & acquisition of facilities (44,005,000) (527,100,000} (+527,100,000) (+483,095,000)
Repairs and alterati (300,000,000) (668,031,000} (655,031,000) (+355,031,000) (-13,000,000)
{Delay in obligation) {-19,000,000) {-18,000,000)
Installment acquisition pay t (142,542,000) (215,764,000) (215,764,000) (+73,222,000)
Rental of space {2,275,340,000) (2,583,261,000) (2,583,261,000) (+307,821,000)
Building Operations {1,331,789,000) (1,554,772,000) (1,554,772,000} (+222,883,000)
(Delay in obligation) (-223,000,000) (-223,000,000)
Repayment of Debt. (105,720,000) (81,000,000) (©1,000,000) {-14,720,000)
Previously appropriated activities (680,543,000) {-680,543,000)
Total, Federal Buildings Fund 482,100,000 +482,100,000 +482,100,000
(Limitations) (4,835,834,000) {5,156,833,000) (5,626,928,000) (+790,994,000) {+470,095,000)
Policy and Operations 107,487,000 106,494,000 108,494,000 +1,007,000 +2,000,000
Office of Inspector General 33,870,000 32,000,000 32,000,000 1,870,000 .
Allowances and Office Staff for Former Presidents... 2,208,000 2,241,000 2,241,000 +33,000
Total, General Services Administration. 143,565,000 140,735,000 624,835,000 +481,270,000
John F. Kennedy Assassination Record Review Board ............ceeeee.. 1,600,000 -1,600,000
Merit Systems Protection Board:
Salaries and Expenses 25,280,000 25,805,000 25,805,000 +515,000 ... csssesassassesressassasans
(Limitation on administrative eXpPenses).........cessissssssussessassssnass {2,430,000) (2,430,000) (2,430,000)
Morris K. Udall scholarship and excellence in national
environmental policy foundati 1,750,000 2,000,000  .corrirensersenessanersanensans 1,750,000 -2,000,000
U.S. institute for Environmental Conflict Resolution 4,250,000 4,250,000 44,250,000  ..ocrenenriinnreninssnenessesssnens
National Archives and Records Administration:
Op ing exper 205,168,500 230,025,000 216,753,000 +11,588,500 -13,272,000
Reduction of debt ~4,012,000 -4,012,000 »4,012,000
Repairs and Restoration 14,650,000 10,450,000 10,450,000 4,200,000  ...ccceccieneeiessernnssnsessesins
National Historical Publications and Records Commission:
Grants prog 5,500,000 6,000,000 6,000,000 +500,000
Total, National Archives and Records Administration.. 221,304,500 242,463,000 229,191,000 - +7,888,500 -13,272,000
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FY 1808 FY 1900 Bill compared with Bill compared with
Enacted Estimate Bil Enacted E
Office of Government Ethics 8,265,000 8,492,000 8,482,000 +227,000  .oorirerreerecnensenenimsrssssecsas
Office of Personnel Management:
Salaries and Expenses 85,350,000 85,350,000 85,350,000
{Limitation on ad iV @XDENSOS).......creererreerssensrarersensess {91,236,000) (91,236,000) (91,236,000)
Office of Inspector G | 960,000 960,000 960,000
(Limitation on administrati P ) (8,645,000) (9,145,000} (8,145,000) (+500,000) _
Govemment Payment for Annuitants, Employees Health Benefits 4,338,000,000 4,632,000,000 4,832,000,000 +204,000,000
Govemment Payment for Annuitants, Employee Life insurance... 32,000,000 35,000,000 35,000,000 +3,000,000
Payment to Civil Service Retirement and Disabiiity Fund.............. 8,336,000,000 8,682,287,000 8,6882,297,000 +346,297,000
Total, Office of Personnel Management..............cccccccennnersnecncene 12,792,310,000 13,435,607,000 13,435,607,000 +643,287,000
Office of Special Counsel 8,450,000 8,720,000 8,720,000 +270,000
United States Tax Court 33,821,000 34,490,000 34,480,000 +568,000
Total, title IV, Independent Agenci 13,2682,084,500 13,964,116,000 14,430,140,000 +1,138,055,500 +466,024,000
(Limitation on admini ive expenses) {4,938,245,000) (5,258,644,000) (5,729,738,000) {+781,484,000) (+470,085,000)
Net grand total 25,325,767,500 26,839,486,000 28,868,289,000 +3,540,531,500 +2,026,810,000
Appropriations (25,398,567,500) (26,839,489,000) (26,616,290,000) (+1,217,731,500) (-223,190,000)
Rescissions {-72,800,000) (+72,800,000)
Emergency funding (2,250,000,000) (+2,250,000,000) (+2,250,000,000)
(Limitations) {4,838,245,000) (5,258,644,000) (5,729,739,000) (+791,494,000} (+470,005,000)
Scorekeeping adjustments:
Bureau of The Public Debt (Permanent) ... 144,000,000 138,000,000 138,000,000 -6,000,000
Federal Reserve Bank reimbt it fund 126,000,000 126,000,000 + 126,000,000
Federal Savings & Loan insurance Corp. (Sec. 838) ........ccceeruree. 34,000,000 -34,000,000
Trust fund budget authority 102,311,000 102,000,000 102,000,000 -311,000
US Mint revolving fund. 30,000,000 15,000,000 15,000,000 -15,000,000
Sallie Mae 1,000,000 1,000,000 1,000,000
Federal buildings fund. -50,000,000 -28,000,000 -40,000,000 +10,000,000
Retirement open season (sec. 642} -2,000,000 +2,000,000
Ethics Reform Act adjustment -2,000,000 -2,000,000
Total, scorekeeping adjust it 259,311,000 354,000,000 340,000,000 +80,689,000 -14,000,000
Total mandatory and discretionary. 25,585,078,500 27,193,486,000 20,208,260,000 +3,621,220,500 +2,012,810,000
Mandatory 12,850,250,000 13,613,547,000 13,613,547,000 +763,207,000  ...cocceeiirrnnnnnsensnanncansnnaen
Discretionary:
Crime trust fund 131,000,000 132,172,000 132,000,000 + 1,000,000 -172,000
General purposes 12,603,828,500 13,447,770,000 15,460,752,000 +2,856,823,500 +2,012,882,000

Total, Discretionary 12,734,828,500 13,579,942,000 15,582,752,000 +2,857,923,500 +2,012,810,000
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Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, | ask
unanimous consent that the bill,

through page 26, line 10, be considered
as read, printed in the RECORD, and
open to amendment at any point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Arizona?

Mr. HOYER. Reserving the right to
object, Mr. Chairman, | just want to
make sure, the gentleman from New
York (Mr. SCHUMER) has an amendment
on page 23, line 22, title I.

Under my reservation, | yield to the
chairman, the gentleman from Arizona
(Mr. KoLBE) simply to explain the con-
sequences of his request.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, to ex-
plain, our intention here is to try to
proceed in as orderly a fashion as pos-
sible with the rule that we adopted last
night. Obviously, large sections of our
bill are subject to points of order.

What | would like to do is to try,
rather than reading paragraph by para-
graph, to do it one title at a time, in
this case, because title Il is only 2
pages, titles 1 and 2, Treasury and Post
Office. It does not preclude any amend-
ment from being offered at any time, |
would add.

Mr. HOYER. Reclaiming my time,
Mr. Chairman, under my reservation, |
appreciate the gentleman’s expla-
nation. | would simply inform him, ob-
viously, | will not object, but will in-
form him that if we can have discus-
sions about after title 11, subsequent to
title 11, starting with title II, if we can
have a different procedure.

Mr. KOLBE. Correct. We can have
that discussion again.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, | with-
draw my reservation of objection.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Arizona?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection,
the bill is open to page 26, line 10.

The text of the bill through page 26,
line 10, is as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled, That the following sums
are appropriated, out of any money in the
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, for the
Treasury Department, the United States
Postal Service, the Executive Office of the
President, and certain Independent Agencies,
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 1999,
and for other purposes, namely:

TITLE I-DEPARTMENT OF THE
TREASURY
DEPARTMENTAL OFFICES
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the Depart-
mental Offices including operation and
maintenance of the Treasury Buildings and
Annex; hire of passenger motor vehicles;
maintenance, repairs, and improvements of,
and purchase of commercial insurance poli-
cies for, real properties leased or owned over-
seas, when necessary for the performance of
official business; not to exceed $2,900,000 for
official travel expenses; not to exceed
$150,000 for official reception and representa-
tion expenses; not to exceed $258,000 for un-
foreseen emergencies of a confidential na-
ture, to be allocated and expended under the
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direction of the Secretary of the Treasury
and to be accounted for solely on his certifi-
cate; $122,889,000: Provided, That the Office of
Foreign Assets Control shall be funded at no
less than $5,517,000: Provided further, That of
the funds provided under this heading,
$2,000,000 shall be available only for the pro-
vision of compensation for losses incurred
due to the denial of entry into the United
States of any firearms as defined in section
921(a)(3) of title 18, United States Code that
(1) as of the date of the enactment of this
Act, could lawfully be manufactured and sold
in the United States; (2) that is of a type
that was determined by the Secretary of the
Treasury on April 6, 1998, to be not import-
able into the United States; and (3) as of
February 10, 1998, was conditionally released
under bond to the importer by the United
States Customs Service. The losses com-
pensated under the preceding sentence shall
be only for the cost of the weapons and any
shipping, transportation, duty, and storage
costs incurred by the importer, as deter-
mined by the Secretary of the Treasury.

OFFICE OF PROFESSIONAL RESPONSIBILITY
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the Office of
Professional Responsibility, including the
purchase and hire of passenger motor vehi-
cles, $1,250,000.

AUTOMATION ENHANCEMENT
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For the development and acquisition of
automatic data processing equipment, soft-
ware, and services for the Department of the
Treasury, $31,190,000: Provided, That these
funds shall remain available until September
30, 2000: Provided further, That these funds
shall be transferred to accounts and in
amounts as necessary to satisfy the require-
ments of the Department’s offices, bureaus,
and other organizations: Provided further,
That this transfer authority shall be in addi-
tion to any other transfer authority provided
in this Act: Provided further, That none of
the funds appropriated shall be used to sup-
port or supplement Internal Revenue Service
appropriations for Information Systems: Pro-
vided further, That no funds may be obligated
for the Automated Commercial Environment
project until the Commissioner of Customs
has submitted to the Committees on Appro-
priations an enterprise information systems
architecture plan for the U.S. Customs Serv-
ice consistent with the Treasury Information
Systems Architecture Framework and ap-
proved by the Treasury Investment Review
Board.

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the Office of In-
spector General in carrying out the provi-
sions of the Inspector General Act of 1978,
not to exceed $2,000,000 for official travel ex-
penses; including hire of passenger motor ve-
hicles; and not to exceed $100,000 for unfore-
seen emergencies of a confidential nature, to
be allocated and expended under the direc-
tion of the Inspector General of the Treas-
ury; $30,678,000.

TREASURY BUILDING AND ANNEX REPAIR AND
RESTORATION

For the repair, alteration, and improve-
ment of the Treasury Building and Annex,
$27,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended: Provided, That these funds shall not
be available for obligation until September
30, 1999.

FINANCIAL CRIMES ENFORCEMENT NETWORK

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the Financial
Crimes Enforcement Network, including hire
of passenger motor vehicles; travel expenses
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of non-Federal law enforcement personnel to
attend meetings concerned with financial in-
telligence activities, law enforcement, and
financial regulation; not to exceed $14,000 for
official reception and representation ex-
penses; and for assistance to Federal law en-
forcement agencies, with or without reim-
bursement; $24,000,000: Provided, That funds
appropriated in this account may be used to
procure personal services contracts.
VIOLENT CRIME REDUCTION PROGRAMS
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For activities authorized by Public Law
103-322, to remain available until expended,
which shall be derived from the Violent
Crime Reduction Trust Fund, as follows:

(1) As authorized by section 190001(e),
$122,000,000; of which $3,000,000 shall be avail-
able to the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and
Firearms for administering the Gang Resist-
ance Education and Training program; of
which $14,528,000 shall be available to the
United States Secret Service, including
$6,700,000 for vehicle replacement, $5,000,000
for investigations of counterfeiting, and
$2,828,000 for forensic and related support of
investigations of missing and exploited chil-
dren, of which $828,000 shall be available not
earlier than September 30, 1999, as a grant
for activities related to the investigations of
exploited children and shall remain available
until expended; of which $66,472,000 shall be
available for the United States Customs
Service, including $54,000,000 for narcotics
detection technology, $9,500,000 for the pas-
senger processing initiative, $972,000 for con-
struction of canopies for inspection of out-
bound vehicles along the Southwest border,
and $2,000,000 for the Customs Cyber-Smug-
gling Center in support of the anti-child por-
nography program; of which $14,000,000 shall
be available to the Office of National Drug
Control Policy, including $13,000,000 to the
Counterdrug Technology Assessment Center
to continue the program to transfer tech-
nology to State and local law enforcement
agencies, and $1,000,000 for Model State Drug
Law Conferences; and of which $24,000,000
shall be available for Interagency Crime and
Drug Enforcement.

(2) As authorized by section 32401,
$10,000,000 to the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco
and Firearms for disbursement through
grants, cooperative agreements, or contracts
to local governments for Gang Resistance
Education and Training: Provided, That not-
withstanding sections 32401 and 310001, such
funds shall be allocated to State and local
law enforcement and prevention organiza-
tions.

FEDERAL LAW ENFORCEMENT TRAINING
CENTER
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the Federal Law
Enforcement Training Center, as a bureau of
the Department of the Treasury, including
materials and support costs of Federal law
enforcement basic training; purchase (not to
exceed 52 for police-type use, without regard
to the general purchase price limitation) and
hire of passenger motor vehicles; uniforms
without regard to the general purchase price
limitation for the current fiscal year; the
conducting of and participating in firearms
matches and presentation of awards; for pub-
lic awareness and enhancing community sup-
port of law enforcement training; not to ex-
ceed $9,500 for official reception and rep-
resentation expenses; and services as author-
ized by 5 U.S.C. 3109; $71,923,000, of which up
to $13,843,000 for materials and support costs
of Federal law enforcement basic training
shall remain available until September 30,
2001: Provided, That the Center is authorized
to accept and use gifts of property, both real
and personal, and to accept services, for au-
thorized purposes, including funding of a gift
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of intrinsic value which shall be awarded an-
nually by the Director of the Center to the
outstanding student who graduated from a
basic training program at the Center during
the previous fiscal year, which shall be fund-
ed only by gifts received through the Cen-
ter’s gift authority: Provided further, That
notwithstanding any other provision of law,
students attending training at any Federal
Law Enforcement Training Center site shall
reside in on-Center or Center-provided hous-
ing, insofar as available and in accordance
with Center policy: Provided further, That
funds appropriated in this account shall be
available, at the discretion of the Director,
for the following: training United States
Postal Service law enforcement personnel
and Postal police officers; State and local
government law enforcement training on a
space-available basis; training of foreign law
enforcement officials on a space-available
basis with reimbursement of actual costs to
this appropriation, except that reimburse-
ment may be waived by the Secretary for
law enforcement training activities in for-
eign countries undertaken pursuant to sec-
tion 801 of the Antiterrorism and Effective
Death Penalty Act of 1996, Public Law 104-32;
training of private sector security officials
on a space-available basis with reimburse-
ment of actual costs to this appropriation;
travel expenses of non-Federal personnel to
attend course development meetings and
training at the Center; for expenses for stu-
dent athletic and related activities; and
room and board for student interns: Provided
further, That the Center is authorized to ob-
ligate funds in anticipation of reimburse-
ments from agencies receiving training at
the Federal Law Enforcement Training Cen-
ter, except that total obligations at the end
of the fiscal year shall not exceed total budg-
etary resources available at the end of the
fiscal year: Provided further, That the Fed-
eral Law Enforcement Training Center is au-
thorized to provide short-term medical serv-
ices for students undergoing training at the
Center.

ACQUISITION, CONSTRUCTION, IMPROVEMENTS,

AND RELATED EXPENSES

For expansion of the Federal Law Enforce-
ment Training Center, for acquisition of nec-
essary additional real property and facili-
ties, and for ongoing maintenance, facility
improvements, and related expenses,
$28,360,000, to remain available until ex-
pended.

INTERAGENCY LAW ENFORCEMENT

INTERAGENCY CRIME AND DRUG ENFORCEMENT

For expenses necessary for the detection
and investigation of individuals involved in
organized crime drug trafficking, including
cooperative efforts with State and local law
enforcement, $51,900,000, of which $7,827,000
shall remain available until expended.

FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT SERVICE
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the Financial
Management Service, $198,510,000, of which
not to exceed $13,235,000 shall remain avail-
able until September 30, 2001 for information
systems modernization initiatives.

BUREAU OF ALCOHOL, TOBACCO AND FIREARMS
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the Bureau of
Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms, including
purchase of not to exceed 812 vehicles for po-
lice-type use, of which 650 shall be for re-
placement only, and hire of passenger motor
vehicles; hire of aircraft; services of expert
witnesses at such rates as may be deter-
mined by the Director; for payment of per
diem and/or subsistence allowances to em-
ployees where a major investigative assign-
ment requires an employee to work 16 hours
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or more per day or to remain overnight at
his or her post of duty; not to exceed $20,000
for official reception and representation ex-
penses; for training of State and local law
enforcement agencies with or without reim-
bursement, including training in connection
with the training and acquisition of canines
for explosives and fire accelerants detection;
and provision of laboratory assistance to
State and local agencies, with or without re-
imbursement; $530,624,000; of which $2,206,000
shall not be available until September 30,
1999; of which not to exceed $1,000,000 shall be
available for the payment of attorneys’ fees
as provided by 18 U.S.C. 924(d)(2); and of
which $1,000,000 shall be available for the
equipping of any vessel, vehicle, equipment,
or aircraft available for official use by a
State or local law enforcement agency if the
conveyance will be used in joint law enforce-
ment operations with the Bureau of Alcohol,
Tobacco and Firearms and for the payment
of overtime salaries, travel, fuel, training,
equipment, supplies, and other similar costs
of State and local law enforcement person-
nel, including sworn officers and support per-
sonnel, that are incurred in joint operations
with the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and
Firearms: Provided, That no funds made
available by this or any other Act may be
used to transfer the functions, missions, or
activities of the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco
and Firearms to other agencies or Depart-
ments in fiscal year 1999: Provided further,
That no funds appropriated herein shall be
available for salaries or administrative ex-
penses in connection with consolidating or
centralizing, within the Department of the
Treasury, the records, or any portion there-
of, of acquisition and disposition of firearms
maintained by Federal firearms licensees:
Provided further, That no funds appropriated
herein shall be used to pay administrative
expenses or the compensation of any officer
or employee of the United States to imple-
ment an amendment or amendments to 27
CFR 178.118 or to change the definition of
““Curios or relics” in 27 CFR 178.11 or remove
any item from ATF Publication 5300.11 as it
existed on January 1, 1994: Provided further,
That none of the funds appropriated herein
shall be available to investigate or act upon
applications for relief from Federal firearms
disabilities under 18 U.S.C. 925(c): Provided
further, That such funds shall be available to
investigate and act upon applications filed
by corporations for relief from Federal fire-
arms disabilities under 18 U.S.C. 925(c): Pro-
vided further, That no funds in this Act may
be used to provide ballistics imaging equip-
ment to any State or local authority who
has obtained similar equipment through a
Federal grant or subsidy unless the State or
local authority agrees to return that equip-
ment or to repay that grant or subsidy to the
Federal Government: Provided further, That
no funds under this Act may be used to elec-
tronically retrieve information gathered
pursuant to 18 U.S.C. 923(g)(4) by name or
any personal identification code.
UNITED STATES CUSTOMS SERVICE
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the United
States Customs Service, including purchase
and lease of up to 1,060 motor vehicles of
which 550 are for replacement only and of
which 1,030 are for police-type use and com-
mercial operations; hire of motor vehicles;
contracting with individuals for personal
services abroad; not to exceed $30,000 for offi-
cial reception and representation expenses;
and awards of compensation to informers, as
authorized by any Act enforced by the
United States Customs Service; $1,638,065,000,
of which such sums as become available in
the Customs User Fee Account, except sums
subject to section 13031(f)(3) of the Consoli-
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dated Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of
1985 (19 U.S.C. 58¢c(f)(3)), shall be derived from
that Account; of the total, not to exceed
$150,000 shall be available for payment for
rental space in connection with preclearance
operations, not to exceed $4,000,000 shall be
available until expended for research, not to
exceed $5,000,000 shall be available until ex-
pended for conducting special operations
pursuant to 19 U.S.C. 2081, and up to
$8,000,000 shall be available until expended
for the procurement of automation infra-
structure items, including hardware, soft-
ware, and installation: Provided further, That
uniforms may be purchased without regard
to the general purchase price limitation for
the current fiscal year: Provided further, That
notwithstanding any other provision of law,
the fiscal year aggregate overtime limita-
tion prescribed in subsection 5(c)(1) of the
Act of February 13, 1911 (19 U.S.C. 261 and
267) shall be $30,000: Provided further, That
$7,000,000 of these funds shall not be available
for obligation until September 30, 1999.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR AND MARINE

INTERDICTION PROGRAMS

For expenses, not otherwise provided for,
necessary for the operation and maintenance
of marine vessels, aircraft, and other related
equipment of the Air and Marine Programs,
including operational training and mission-
related travel, and rental payments for fa-
cilities occupied by the air or marine inter-
diction and demand reduction programs, the
operations of which include the following:
the interdiction of narcotics and other
goods; the provision of support to Customs
and other Federal, State, and local agencies
in the enforcement or administration of laws
enforced by the Customs Service; and, at the
discretion of the Commissioner of Customs,
the provision of assistance to Federal, State,
and local agencies in other law enforcement
and emergency humanitarian efforts;
$100,688,000, which shall remain available
until expended: Provided, That no aircraft or
other related equipment, with the exception
of aircraft which is one of a kind and has
been identified as excess to Customs require-
ments and aircraft which has been damaged
beyond repair, shall be transferred to any
other Federal agency, department, or office
outside of the Department of the Treasury,
during fiscal year 1999 without the prior ap-
proval of the Committees on Appropriations.

HARBOR MAINTENANCE FEE COLLECTION
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For administrative expenses related to the
collection of the Harbor Maintenance Fee,
pursuant to Public Law 103-182, $3,000,000, to
be derived from the Harbor Maintenance
Trust Fund and to be transferred to and
merged with the Customs ‘“‘Salaries and Ex-
penses’ account for such purposes.

BUREAU OF THE PuBLIC DEBT
ADMINISTERING THE PUBLIC DEBT

For necessary expenses connected with any
public-debt issues of the United States,
$176,500,000, of which not to exceed $2,500
shall be available for official reception and
representation expenses, and of which not to
exceed $2,000,000 shall remain available until
September 30, 2001 for information systems
modernization initiatives: Provided, That the
sum appropriated herein from the General
Fund for fiscal year 1999 shall be reduced by
not more than $4,400,000 as definitive secu-
rity issue fees and Treasury Direct Investor
Account Maintenance fees are collected, so
as to result in a final fiscal year 1999 appro-
priation from the General Fund estimated at
$172,100,000, and in addition, $20,000, to be de-
rived from the Oil Spill Liability Trust Fund
to reimburse the Bureau for administrative
and personnel expenses for financial manage-
ment of the Fund, as authorized by section
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102 of Public Law 101-380: Provided further,
That notwithstanding any other provisions
of law, effective upon enactment and there-
after, the Bureau of the Public Debt shall be
fully and directly reimbursed by the funds
described in section 104 of Public Law 101-136
(103 Stat. 789) for costs and services per-
formed by the Bureau in the administration
of such funds.

INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE
PROCESSING, ASSISTANCE, AND MANAGEMENT
For necessary expenses of the Internal

Revenue Service for tax return processing;
revenue accounting; tax law and account as-
sistance to taxpayers by telephone and cor-
respondence; programs to match information
returns and tax returns; management serv-
ices; rent and utilities; and inspection; in-
cluding purchase (not to exceed 150 for re-
placement only for police-type use) and hire
of passenger motor vehicles (31 U.S.C.
1343(b)); and services as authorized by 5
U.S.C. 3109, at such rates as may be deter-
mined by the Commissioner; $3,025,013,000, of
which up to $3,700,000 shall be for the Tax
Counseling for the Elderly Program, and of
which not to exceed $25,000 shall be for offi-
cial reception and representation expenses.
TAX LAW ENFORCEMENT

For necessary expenses of the Internal
Revenue Service for determining and estab-
lishing tax liabilities; providing litigation
support; issuing technical rulings; examining
employee plans and exempt organizations;
conducting criminal investigation and en-
forcement activities; securing unfiled tax re-
turns; collecting unpaid accounts; compiling
statistics of income; and conducting compli-
ance research; including purchase (for police-
type use, not to exceed 850) and hire of pas-
senger motor vehicles (31 U.S.C. 1343(b)), and
services as authorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109, at
such rates as may be determined by the
Commissioner; $3,164,189,000.

EARNED INCOME TAX CREDIT COMPLIANCE
INITIATIVE

For funding essential earned income tax
credit compliance and error reduction initia-
tives pursuant to section 5702 of the Bal-
anced Budget Act of 1997 (Public Law 105-33),
$143,000,000, of which not to exceed $10,000,000
may be used to reimburse the Social Secu-
rity Administration for the costs of imple-
menting section 1090 of the Taxpayer Relief
Act of 1997.

INFORMATION SYSTEMS

For necessary expenses of the Internal
Revenue Service for information systems
and telecommunications support, including
developmental information systems and
operational information systems; the hire of
passenger motor vehicles (31 U.S.C. 1343(b));
and services as authorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109, at
such rates as may be determined by the
Commissioner; $1,224,032,000, which shall be
available until September 30, 2000, and of
which $125,000,000 shall be available only for
improvements to customer service and re-
structuring and reform of the Internal Reve-
nue Service.

INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY INVESTMENTS

For necessary expenses of the Internal
Revenue Service, $210,000,000, to remain
available until expended, for the capital
asset acquisition of information technology
systems, including management and related
contractual costs of such acquisition, and in-
cluding contractual costs associated with op-
erations authorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109: Pro-
vided, That none of these funds is available
for obligation until September 30, 1999: Pro-
vided further, That none of these funds shall
be obligated until the Internal Revenue
Service and the Department of the Treasury
submit to Congress for approval, a plan for
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expenditure that (1) implements the Internal
Revenue Service’s Modernization Blueprint
submitted to Congress on May 15, 1997; (2)
meets the information systems investment
guidelines established by the Office of Man-
agement and Budget and in the fiscal year
1998 budget; (3) is reviewed and approved by
the Office of Management and Budget, the
Department of the Treasury’s IRS Manage-
ment Board, and is reviewed by the General
Accounting Office; (4) meets the require-
ments of the May 15, 1997 Internal Revenue
Service’s Systems Life Cycle program; and
(5) is in compliance with acquisition rules,
requirements, guidelines, and systems acqui-
sition management practices of the Federal
Government.

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS—INTERNAL
REVENUE SERVICE

SECTION 101. Not to exceed 5 percent of any
appropriation made available in this Act to
the Internal Revenue Service may be trans-
ferred to any other Internal Revenue Service
appropriation upon the advance approval of
the House and Senate Committees on Appro-
priations.

SEC. 102. The Internal Revenue Service
shall maintain a training program to ensure
that Internal Revenue Service employees are
trained in taxpayers’ rights, in dealing cour-
teously with the taxpayers, and in cross-cul-
tural relations.

SEC. 103. The funds provided in this Act for
the Internal Revenue Service shall be used to
provide, as a minimum, the fiscal year 1995
level of service, staffing, and funding for
Taxpayer Services.

SEC. 104. None of the funds appropriated by
this title shall be used in connection with
the collection of any underpayment of any
tax imposed by the Internal Revenue Code of
1986 unless the conduct of officers and em-
ployees of the Internal Revenue Service in
connection with such collection, including
any private sector employees under contract
to the Internal Revenue Service, complies
with subsection (a) of section 805 (relating to
communications in connection with debt col-
lection), and section 806 (relating to harass-
ment or abuse), of the Fair Debt Collection
Practices Act (15 U.S.C. 1692).

SEC. 105. The Internal Revenue Service
shall institute and enforce policies and pro-
cedures which will safeguard the confiden-
tiality of taxpayer information.

SEC. 106. Funds made available by this or
any other Act to the Internal Revenue Serv-
ice shall be available for improved facilities
and increased manpower to provide suffi-
cient and effective 1-800 help line for tax-
payers. The Commissioner shall continue to
make the improvement of the Internal Reve-
nue Service 1-800 help line service a priority
and allocate resources necessary to increase
phone lines and staff to improve the Internal
Revenue Service 1-800 help line service.

UNITED STATES SECRET SERVICE
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the United
States Secret Service, including purchase of
not to exceed 739 vehicles for police-type use,
of which 675 shall be for replacement only,
and hire of passenger motor vehicles; hire of
aircraft; training and assistance requested
by State and local governments, which may
be provided without reimbursement; services
of expert witnesses at such rates as may be
determined by the Director; rental of build-
ings in the District of Columbia, and fencing,
lighting, guard booths, and other facilities
on private or other property not in Govern-
ment ownership or control, as may be nec-
essary to perform protective functions; for
payment of per diem and/or subsistence al-
lowances to employees where a protective
assignment during the actual day or days of
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the visit of a protectee require an employee
to work 16 hours per day or to remain over-
night at his or her post of duty; the conduct-
ing of and participating in firearms matches;
presentation of awards; for travel of Secret
Service employees on protective missions
without regard to the limitations on such ex-
penditures in this or any other Act if ap-
proval is obtained in advance from the Com-
mittees on Appropriations; for repairs, alter-
ations, and minor construction at the James
J. Rowley Secret Service Training Center;
for research and development; for making
grants to conduct behavioral research in sup-
port of protective research and operations;
not to exceed $20,000 for official reception
and representation expenses; not to exceed
$50,000 to provide technical assistance and
equipment to foreign law enforcement orga-
nizations in counterfeit investigations; for
payment in advance for commercial accom-
modations as may be necessary to perform
protective functions; and for uniforms with-
out regard to the general purchase price lim-
itation for the current fiscal vyear;
$594,657,000.

ACQUISITION, CONSTRUCTION, IMPROVEMENTS,

AND RELATED EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of construction, re-
pair, alteration, and improvement of facili-
ties, $6,445,000, to remain available until ex-
pended.

GENERAL PROVISIONS—DEPARTMENT OF THE

TREASURY

SEC. 110. Any obligation or expenditure by
the Secretary of the Treasury in connection
with law enforcement activities of a Federal
agency or a Department of the Treasury law
enforcement organization in accordance with
31 U.S.C. 9703(g)(4)(B) from unobligated bal-
ances remaining in the Fund on September
30, 1998, shall be made in compliance with re-
programming guidelines.

SEC. 111. Appropriations to the Department
of the Treasury in this Act shall be available
for uniforms or allowances therefor, as au-
thorized by law (5 U.S.C. 5901), including
maintenance, repairs, and cleaning; purchase
of insurance for official motor vehicles oper-
ated in foreign countries; purchase of motor
vehicles without regard to the general pur-
chase price limitations for vehicles pur-
chased and used overseas for the current fis-
cal year; entering into contracts with the
Department of State for the furnishing of
health and medical services to employees
and their dependents serving in foreign coun-
tries; and services authorized by 5 U.S.C.
3109.

SEC. 112. The funds provided to the Bureau
of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms for fiscal
year 1999 in this Act for the enforcement of
the Federal Alcohol Administration Act
shall be expended in a manner so as not to
diminish enforcement efforts with respect to
section 105 of the Federal Alcohol Adminis-
tration Act.

SEC. 113. Not to exceed 2 percent of any ap-
propriations in this Act made available to
the Federal Law Enforcement Training Cen-
ter, Financial Crimes Enforcement Network,
Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms,
United States Customs Service, and United
States Secret Service may be transferred be-
tween such appropriations upon the advance
approval of the Committees on Appropria-
tions. No transfer may increase or decrease
any such appropriation by more than 2 per-
cent.

SEC. 114. Not to exceed 2 percent of any ap-
propriations in this Act made available to
the Departmental Offices, Office of Inspector
General, Financial Management Service, and
Bureau of the Public Debt, may be trans-
ferred between such appropriations upon the
advance approval of the Committees on Ap-
propriations. No transfer may increase or de-
crease any such appropriation by more than
2 percent.
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SEC. 115. The Secretary is authorized to
promote the benefits of and encourage the
use of electronic tax administration pro-
grams, as they become available, through
the use of mass communications and other
means. Additionally, the Secretary may im-
plement procedures to pay appropriate in-
centives to commercial concerns for elec-
tronic filing services: Provided, That such
payment may not be made unless the elec-
tronic filing service is provided without
charge to the taxpayer whose return is so
filed: Provided further, That the Internal Rev-
enue Service shall assure the security of all
electronic transmissions and the full protec-
tion of the privacy of taxpayer data.

SEC. 116. (a) The Bureau of Engraving and
Printing and the Department of the Treas-
ury shall not award a contract for Solicita-
tion No. BEP-97-13 (TN) until such time as
the Committee on Banking and Financial
Services and the Committee on Appropria-
tions of the House of Representatives au-
thorize the Bureau of Engraving and Print-
ing, in writing, to proceed with the award of
Solicitation No. BEP-97-13 (TN).

(b) The Bureau of Engraving and Printing
may extend the distinctive currency paper
“‘bridge” contract (TEP-97-10) up to 6 (six)
months beginning on the date the contract
expires, if, by such date, the Congress has
not authorized the awarding of a new con-
tract or if the Congress takes action based
on the report submitted by the General Ac-
counting Office pursuant to section 9003(a) of
Public Law 105-18. The Bureau of Engraving
and Printing must notify Congress prior to
taking any action with respect to the exten-
sion of TEP-97-10.

TITLE 11—POSTAL SERVICE
PAYMENT TO THE POSTAL SERVICE FUND

For payment to the Postal Service Fund
for revenue forgone on free and reduced rate
mail, pursuant to subsections (c) and (d) of
section 2401 of title 39, United States Code,
$71,195,000: Provided, That mail for overseas
voting and mail for the blind shall continue
to be free: Provided further, That 6-day deliv-
ery and rural delivery of mail shall continue
at not less than the 1983 level: Provided fur-
ther, That none of the funds made available
to the Postal Service by this Act shall be
used to implement any rule, regulation, or
policy of charging any officer or employee of
any State or local child support enforcement
agency, or any individual participating in a
State or local program of child support en-
forcement, a fee for information requested or
provided concerning an address of a postal
customer: Provided further, That none of the
funds provided in this Act shall be used to
consolidate or close small rural and other
small post offices in the fiscal year ending
on September 30, 1999.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there points of
order against that portion of the bill?

If not, are there any amendments?

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SCHUMER

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Chairman, | offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. SCHUMER:

Page 2, line 20, insert ‘‘(reduced by
$2,000,000)"" after ““$122,889,000"".

Page 2, line 23, insert ‘‘(reduced by
$2,000,000)"" after ““$2,000,000".

Page 11, line 7, insert ‘‘(increased by
$2,000,000)"" after ““$530,624,000".

0 1215
Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Chairman, |1

thank the subcommittee chair and
ranking member for their courtesy in
helping us bring this amendment for-
ward.
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My amendment is simple, Mr. Chair-
man. Two million dollars was put into
this bill for gun dealers who tried and
failed to bring foreign-made assault
weapons into this country. My amend-
ment gives that $2 million to the Bu-
reau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firearms
for more law enforcement.

Just so everyone understands, in
April the President signed an executive
order banning the import of thousands
of semiautomatic copycat assault
weapons, weapons banned already here,
made overseas, that the President said
should not be allowed to be imported.
These weapons are pictured right here.
The President did the right thing. The
President stood up to the gun lobby
and kept thousands of the most lethal
weapons off our streets. | saluted him
then, and | salute him now.

But buried in an en bloc amendment,
an amendment  considered non-
controversial, was a $2 million payoff
to a handful of gun importers for 1,700
guns stopped at the border. That is a
payoff, Mr. Chairman, of $1,000 a gun
for guns that are advertised in a cata-
log for $250.

Let us not quibble about the price,
because, in my view, $1 is too much. In-
stead, let us talk about the gun dealers
who we are bailing out. Let us talk
about the gun dealers who skated on
the edge of the law to get these copy-
cat assault weapons into the country.

Read this. Our last shipment of Bul-
garian stock Kkits arrived just before
the ban direct from Bulgaria. What are
they trying to do? Skirt the ban.

Now we are bailing them out. It is
unbelievable. They knew what they
were doing. They tested the assault
weapons law. They tested the regula-
tions. They imported the weapons that
look and perform like AK-47s but with
minor cosmetic changes to try and
skirt the ban. Very clever, very, very
clever. But they were caught, and there
was an outcry. And the President had
the courage to act, and all of us were
pleased. Except the NRA and some gun
dealers who got stuck with some bad
merchandise at the border.

Now, unbelievably, Mr. Chairman,
this Congress wants to pay them for
their gamble. So many business people
have made gambles on far more legiti-
mate enterprises. We are not giving
them more money, more money than
they paid for these guns, but we are
giving these gun dealers it. Shame,
shame.

I know what Members will say. They
will say, well, the administration
signed off on this. Well, | know the real
story. Some in this body, the Repub-
lican leadership, have the President
over a barrel. They threaten to over-
turn his executive order and flood our
streets with assault weapons. Well, |
say, let us call the bluff. 1 say, go
ahead, offer an amendment to bring
AK-47s into this country. | do not
think anyone will do it.

I do not think we want to let the se-
cret out about how this Congress begs
and grovels and appeases the gun lobby
every chance they get.
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They may have the administration
over a barrel, but they do not have us,
the Members of this Congress, over a
barrel. This is a gift. This is a welfare
check. Do they want to do welfare re-
form? Start with the gun dealers.

It is a payoff to those who inten-
tionally, knowingly play to the fringes
of the law. They do not deserve a tax-
payer bailout. Reject this deal. If we
have $2 million to spare, give it to our
brave ATF officials who try to get the
guns off the streets, instead of to the
gun dealers who are trying to import
these malicious weapons into our coun-
try.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

| urge in the strongest possible terms
this body to reject this amendment.
The compensation provision that is in-
cluded, the gentleman from New York
referred to it as a stealth amendment
and an en bloc amendment, it was
hardly stealthy. It was worked on at
great length by members of the sub-
committee and the full committee with
the administration.

Let me quote from the administra-
tion’s Statement of Administration
Policy: The administration supports an
amendment agreed to in committee
that would provide up to $2 million of
in-transit relief as compensation for
actual losses incurred due to denial of
entry of certain assault weapons af-
fected by the determination of the
Treasury Department on April 6, 1998.

So let us make no mistake about
this. This was agreed to as a com-
promise with the administration. The
question here is not one of gun control.
It is not one of gun safety. Those are
not in dispute. There is no risk of
flooding the United States with so-
called assault weapons. The weapons
that we are talking about are very few
in number, and they are in the custody
of the Treasury Department.

For that matter, | think it is impor-
tant to note that the weapons in ques-
tion, every one of these weapons could
be manufactured and sold domesti-
cally. If it is manufactured here in the
United States, it can be manufactured
and sold legally. We are talking about
guns that are being brought in that
were being imported, the same guns,
and because of a change in the adminis-
tration policy, they were en route, and
now they cannot be sold in the United
States.

If anything ever comes to a more
clear taking of property at the last mo-
ment, this is really about it. These
were being imported legally into the
United States and were blocked from
being sold because they were en route.
All that is being dealt with is those
that are in transit. Let me just give
my colleagues the facts here.

On November 14 of last year, the
President announced a temporary ban
on the import of certain categories of
rifles that were and they remain legal
to possess and to manufacture here in
the United States. There were a small
number of American businesses who
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complied with all the relevant laws and
were fully entitled to import their
goods, and they were left in the lurch.
They could neither recover their goods,
nor could they reexport them. Even
had they done so, there is no foreign
market for these specialized collectors’
items.

When, following the study announced
by the President in November, the
Treasury Department determined to
make the ban permanent, these busi-
nesses were faced with, in some cases,
a complete, a total financial loss. The
committee believes that such action
deprives citizens of their property
without just compensation and this
measure is designed to rectify that
oversight. It is supported by the ad-
ministration because it deals only with
the compensation issue for these people
who were legally bringing these guns in
this country.

This action does not present any risk
of illegal weapons in the United States.
It is only a few thousand weapons that
are included in this provision. It is
strictly limited to those weapons that
are legal to manufacture and own here
in the United States.

It is specifically limited to those
that are affected by the permanent
ban. It is specifically limited to those
that, as of February 10, 1998, had been
conditionally released under bond,
under bond to the importers by the
Customs Service. And all of these guns
are going to remain in the possession
of the Treasury Department, of the
Customs Bureau.

Third point | would like to make is,
this provision does not affect the April
6 determination that this, that the ban
on these weapons would indeed be per-
manent. | would note that there is a
precedent for this kind of in-transit re-
lief. In 1994, a previous embargo was
placed on a larger quantity of imports
of sporting arms from China, and they
were compensated. It also would not
repeal the April 6 executive order, as |
have said, that makes the ban perma-
nent.

Mr. Chairman, this executive order
by the President has caused hardship
to U.S. importers who possess valid im-
ported permits for legally importable
categories of firearms. This would sim-
ply undo that action.

It is supported by the administra-
tion. It would rectify that, and it is a
simple matter of fairness. | urge my
colleagues in the strongest possible
terms to defeat this very, very unfair
amendment.

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
amendment. | think it is outrageous
that this Congress is actually consider-
ing paying gun manufacturers millions
of dollars because they were caught
trying to evade the law and because
the Treasury Department has seized
the merchandise as contraband.

I know we were told a few moments
ago by the honorable gentleman that
the poor gun makers, these merchants
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of death, they are not able to sell these
deadly weapons in the country because
the administration unfairly seized
them without giving them proper no-
tice so we have to compensate them.

We should be punishing them for try-
ing to sell these weapons in this coun-
try in the first place, for trying to
evade the law. This Republican Con-
gress cannot find a few million dollars
for low income heating assistance in
the Northeast, but it can find a few
million dollars to pay these gun manu-
facturers.

Now we are told that these gun man-
ufacturers are innocent victims of the
administration which put out this ex-
ecutive order and they did not know
about it. Well, maybe. Let them sue in
court. Is it our normal practice, is it
our normal practice in this House that
when the Treasury Department seizes
contraband at the border and the
owner of that contraband claims that
he had a legal right to bring it in that
we compensate them? Is that what we
do?

Or do we say to those people, go to
court and make your case in front of a
judge, an impartial magistrate? We
have a system of justice in this coun-
try and if you can convince the judge
that you were wronged, then there is
compensation or the return of the con-
traband.

No, it is not good enough for these
gun makers. The NRA owns this House,
so we have to pay them for it. We have
to pay them for it instead of letting
them go to court.

I wish the administration had not
been so cowardly in making this deal,
because they were over a barrel and
were threatened that this Congress
would overturn the ban on the imports
of copycat assault weapons. If | were in
the administration, my advice would
have been, let them try, make my day.
I would love to see what the American
people think in November of a Congress
that overturns, that passes a special
law to say, let the foreign gun makers
import their merchandise that they
cannot sell in their own countries here.
Let them import the copycat assault
weapons. But, unfortunately, they did
not have that confidence in the judg-
ment of the American people.

Assault weapons are not for sport.
They are not necessary to hunt deer or
pheasants. They are killing machines.
They kill police officers. They Kill our
young people. They Kkill our family
members. They serve no legitimate
purpose in our society, and they should
not be permitted here.

The administration should be com-
mended for its executive order. And the
authors of this provision ought to
think again, what precedent do we
want to set when someone tries to im-
port something that our law enforce-
ment agencies say is against the law to
import and they disagree? They did not
have adequate notice, they say. The
law enforcement agency is misinter-
preting the law, they think. Should
Congress compensate them, or should
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they go to court and let the courts de-
cide?

I submit that this is a terrible prece-
dent, this provision. The Schumer-
McDermott amendment ought to pass.
We should not be paying $1,000 a gun to
people whose guns have been seized as
contraband because they tried to evade
the law as it is. If they think the law
was unfair or they were not properly
notified, let them go to court. Why
should we bail them out? The only rea-
son we would even think of bailing
them out is because this Congress ap-
parently is a wholly-owned subsidiary
of the National Rifle Association.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. NADLER. | yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.
O 1230

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Chairman, |

thank the gentleman for yielding to
me, and | would just make another
point. The $2 million in this bill only
goes to 3 or 4 gun importers for ap-
proximately 1700 guns. They will be
getting, again, $1,000, over $1,000 for
each gun that retails for $250. If there
was ever a giveaway, on any fiscal
basis, this is it.

Mr. NADLER. Reclaiming my time,
Mr. Chairman, we hear a lot of rhetoric
in this House about cracking down on
crime. In 1994, a Democratic Congress
cracked down on crime. It passed a bill
to put 100,000 new cops on the beat, to
crack down on violence against women,
and to enact the assault weapons ban.
Now we see what the Republican lead-
ership is trying to do: Let us take back
those steps one by one and let us make
sure that these three companies, who
tried to evade the law, get paid without
a court date.

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

First of all, we just heard some sig-
nificant misstatements of fact. These
companies did not violate the law. In
fact, the law was changed in the midst
of them carrying out their right to
carry on a business. And the fact that
the administration, who changed the
law, concurs that this is a fair and
proper thing to do, would also counter
the argument that this is something
that they did not agree with when, in
fact, it was carried out.

So although | can understand the
gentleman’s lack of understanding of
firearms and understand their feelings
on firearms, which | respect totally, we
should stay with the facts. These are
not bad Americans. They are Ameri-
cans doing things totally within the
limits of the law. And to characterize
them as someone other than that is un-
fair.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. COBURN. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Arizona.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman for yielding, and will
give the time back if he wants to fol-
lowup. The gentleman from Oklahoma
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makes one point very well, and that is
the previous speaker, the gentleman
from New York, referred to these peo-
ple as people who were evading the law.
They were not evading the law. They
were complying with the law. The ad-
ministration changed the law through
its Executive Order.

The second misstatement. He re-
ferred to them as manufacturers. They
are not manufacturers. These are peo-
ple that import goods. Whether they
import guns or they import television
sets or they import dolls or they im-
port shirts, they are importers. They
are not manufacturers of these guns.

And the third point I would make is
the gentleman referred to the fact that
we should not sanction these people
getting around the rule of law. Well, if
we are going to talk about the rule of
law, how about the Gun Control Act of
1968? That is where Congress estab-
lished which the last | heard Congress
was the law making body of this coun-
try, the definitions of permissible guns
in the United States that could be sold
and manufactured in this country.

So | would suggest that it is the ad-
ministration who was evading the law
with this Executive Order. Nonethe-
less, that is the reality. And even the
administration, a little bit embar-
rassed by what they have done, recog-
nizes there should be compensation for
these people who were acting lawfully
when they brought these guns to the
United States.

The last point | would make, in re-
sponse to what the other gentleman
from New York, from Brooklyn, said,
when he referred to this being a $2 mil-
lion boondoggle for all of these import-
ers. It does not mean all this money is
going to go to them. It is only going to
go to them as these guns are pur-
chased. It is up to $2 million. And if it
is not used for that purpose, then, fine,
it will be reprogrammed for other pur-
poses.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, | move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, | share the chairman’s
position on this but not his passion.

A, not only should the President of
the United States not be embarrassed,
every American ought to thank the
President of the United States for
standing up to make our streets safer,
for taking on some very powerful inter-
est groups to try to save children, save
police officers, save our fellow neigh-
bors. That is what the President of the
United States is trying to do, and he
ought not to be embarrassed, and is not
embarrassed for one second, in his ef-
forts to try to do that.

| supported that ban. | supported the
assault weapons ban when we passed it
in the House and sent it over to the
Senate, and | support it today. The ad-
ministration not only ought not to be
embarrassed but ought to be congratu-
lated because they are bending over
backwards to be fair. Some think they
are bending over too far. | do not agree
with my friends who think that. Be-
cause what the administration is really
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saying is our effort is to make streets
safe, not to hurt American business-
men, even when they tried to beat the
ban. That is what the gentleman from
New York was pointing out; that the
ads were, ““Get in before you can’t get
in; before they stop this, because there
is a time frame.”’

So | say to my friends on both sides
of this issue, both sides are right. They
were doing something legal and, there-
fore, | disagree with my friend from
New York. They knew, however, as
both of my friends from New York indi-
cate, that it was not going to be able to
be done pretty soon and that they
needed to get in before the deadline.
So, yes, there was a little bit of wrong-
doing on their part trying to beat the
ban.

The fact of the matter, however, and
what the administration has said, and
why | oppose the amendment and sup-
port the chairman’s position, is that,
look, we understand that the import
was legal and we understand when it
got here we stopped it. And by the way,
it is in the importer’s warehouse at
this point in time, at their expense.
But there are some who wanted to let
those guns go on the street. That was
the alternative, the amendment that
was going to be offered. Let them go.
Let 1700 AK-47s and assault weapons on
the street.

The administration said we are not
for that. We are not going to support
that. We will fight that. So we made an
accommodation. But the administra-
tion said, on the other hand, we under-
stand these have been paid for, so we
will purchase these guns and we are
going to melt them down so they will
never be used to assault anybody.

Now, | want to reiterate, however, for
my friends from New York, the chair-
man’s point. It is “up to $2 million™.
And, in fact, the administration, as |
understand it, believes that we are
going to be talking about, perhaps, for
1900 rifles and 100 receivers, $237,432. 1|
do not know that, and they do not
know that. So this sum that was put in
here is a sum that is “‘up to”’ available
for this purchase.

So, in closing, | want to make a num-
ber of points. One, the administration
stood up courageously on behalf of the
safety of our streets and communities
and said this is not the kind of weapon
we want imported into the United
States and we are going to stop it. And
they have.

Secondly, they have now said, but
those who were caught in the transi-
tion, for whatever reason, we are not
going to make that judgment, but if
they were caught in the transition, we
will not penalize them financially. And
so we will agree to, reluctantly, this
was not their initiative, this was not
their action, reluctantly agreed to by
the administration, to provide for
funds to purchase these weapons and,
frankly, to destroy these weapons.

So |, frankly, think that under those
circumstances, while | certainly appre-
ciate the gentleman from New York
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(Mr. SCHUMER), there has been nobody
in this Congress who has been any
more committed, focused, and hard
working on the issue of making Ameri-
ca’s streets safer than the gentleman
from New York, and we can all applaud
and thank him for that effort, on the
other hand, the administration is say-
ing we are not against businessmen, we
are against guns. We are for the safety
of our streets.

I will, therefore, oppose the gentle-
man’s amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. SCHUMER).

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Chairman, | de-
mand a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, further proceedings on this
amendment are postponed.

Are there further amendments?

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. SCHUMER. Point of order, Mr.
Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Yes.

Mr. SCHUMER. Are we going to get a
recorded vote on this? I do not mind if
they roll it.

The CHAIRMAN. The demand for a
recorded vote has been postponed.

Mr. SCHUMER. What does
mean?

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
Chair will postpone the request for the
vote and that will come up at a later
point.

Mr. SCHUMER. Parliamentary
quiry again.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. SCHUMER. Under the rule, then,
that means that the counting for a
quorum would be done at a later time,
even though the call for the vote was
right now?

The CHAIRMAN. A Member could in-
voke that point of order at the later
proceedings, at what is considered a
later point.

Mr. SCHUMER. Just another point of
parliamentary inquiry. Have we ever
done that before? I know we roll votes
routinely.

The CHAIRMAN. Yes.

Mr. SCHUMER. Okay.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, | move to
strike the last word.

I want to tell the gentleman from
New York, and | want to tell the Mem-
bers, that | know the gentleman is wor-
ried that he may not be on the floor
when it comes up. | will protect the
gentleman from New York on this and
we will have a vote on it, because | will
protect him if, per chance, he is not on
the floor to make the point of order at
that time.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Chairman, |
thank the gentleman. As always, he is
fair, judicious and a great American.

Mr. HOYER. Well, there is obviously
unanimous agreement on that issue, |
suppose.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further
amendments?

that

in-
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If not, the Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:

TITLE NI—EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE
PRESIDENT  AND FUNDS APPRO-
PRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT

COMPENSATION OF THE PRESIDENT AND THE
WHITE HOUSE OFFICE

COMPENSATION OF THE PRESIDENT

For compensation of the President, includ-
ing an expense allowance at the rate of
$50,000 per annum as authorized by 3 U.S.C.
102; $250,000: Provided, That none of the funds
made available for official expenses shall be
expended for any other purpose and any un-
used amount shall revert to the Treasury
pursuant to section 1552 of title 31, United
States Code: Provided further, That none of
the funds made available for official ex-
penses shall be considered as taxable to the
President.

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses for the White
House as authorized by law, including not to
exceed $3,850,000 for services as authorized by
5 U.S.C. 3109 and 3 U.S.C. 105; subsistence ex-
penses as authorized by 3 U.S.C. 105, which
shall be expended and accounted for as pro-
vided in that section; hire of passenger
motor vehicles, newspapers, periodicals, tele-
type news service, and travel (not to exceed
$100,000 to be expended and accounted for as
provided by 3 U.S.C. 103); and not to exceed
$19,000 for official entertainment expenses, to
be available for allocation within the Execu-
tive Office of the President; $52,344,000: Pro-
vided, That $10,100,000 of the funds appro-
priated shall be available for reimburse-
ments to the White House Communications
Agency.

EXECUTIVE RESIDENCE AT THE WHITE HOUSE

OPERATING EXPENSES

For the care, maintenance, repair and al-
teration, refurnishing, improvement, heat-
ing, and lighting, including electric power
and fixtures, of the Executive Residence at
the White House and official entertainment
expenses of the President, $8,061,000, to be ex-
pended and accounted for as provided by 3
U.S.C. 105, 109, 110, and 112-114: Provided,
That such amount shall not be available for
expenses for domestic staff overtime.

In addition, for necessary expenses for do-
mestic staff overtime, $630,000: Provided,
That such amount shall not become avail-
able for obligation until the Comptroller
General of the United States submits to the
Committees on Appropriations a final report
on (1) the audit of fiscal year 1996
unvouchered expenditures of appropriated
funds of the Executive Office of the Presi-
dent; (2) the review of processes and proce-
dures relating to reimbursable activities and
obligations of the Executive Residence; and
(3) the number and costs, including domestic
staff overtime, of overnight stays in the Ex-
ecutive Residence.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, par-
liamentary inquiry. Are we reading by
paragraph?

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk is resum-
ing the reading of the bill by paragraph
on page 26.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, | under-
stand we are now at page 28, and | rise
to make a point of order against a pro-
viso beginning on page 28, line 2
through line 11, because it constitutes
legislation in an appropriation bill and,
therefore, violates clause 2 of rule XXI.

| ask for a ruling by the Chair.
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The CHAIRMAN. For the record, the
Clerk will report that paragraph.

The Clerk read as follows:

In addition, for necessary expenses for do-
mestic staff overtime, $630,000.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from Arizona desire to be heard on the
point of order?

Mr. KOLBE. Yes, Mr. Chairman, on
the point of order.

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from
Maryland made a point of order, | be-
lieve, against line 2 beginning with
“Provided”.

Mr. HOYER. The gentleman is cor-
rect.

Mr. KOLBE. | would insist the point
of order lie against the entire para-
graph, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. So does the gen-
tleman concede the point of order?

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, | insist
that the point of order must be against
the entire paragraph, not just the pro-
Vviso portion.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Maryland.
Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, the

money is authorized. The point of order
does not lie against the first sentence.
In fact, | have raised the point of order
as to the proviso that is added, starting
with page 28, line 2 through line 11. 1
would oppose the point of order as it
relates to the first part of that provi-
sion because a point of order does not
lie against it.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Arizona is entitled to expand the
point of order to the entire paragraph.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, to do it
from a correct parliamentary stand-
point | would make the additional
point of order against lines 1 and 2 on
page 28, through line 11 on page 28.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from Arizona concede the point of
order?

Mr. KOLBE. I make the point of
order. | concede the point of order, but
I make the point of order against lines
1 through 11.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, | believe
that a point of order is pending before
the Chair. That point of order was
made by me, and that point of order re-
lates to line 2, starting with *“‘Pro-
vided”’ and ending on line 11, conclud-
ing with ““Residence.”’

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state
to the gentleman from Maryland that
any Member can raise a point of order
against the entire paragraph.

Mr. KOLBE. That is what | am doing,
Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. That is what the
gentleman from Arizona is doing at
this time.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
opposition to the point of order as it
relates to the first sentence.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
wish to argue further on the point of
order that has been raised by the gen-
tleman from Arizona?

Mr. HOYER. Yes, Mr. Chairman, ab-
solutely.
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The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is
recognized.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, the point
of order that | raised said that line 2,
starting with ‘“‘Provided’’, down to line
11, concluding with ““Residence”’, is leg-
islation on an appropriation bill and it
is, therefore, subject to a point of order
because it violates clause 2 of rule XXI.
However, the chairman now seeks to
expand upon the point of order | have
made by including in the ambit of that
point of order the first sentence. The
first sentence reads, ‘‘In addition, for
necessary expenses for domestic staff
overtime, $630,000.”

I would suggest to the Chair that a
point of order does not lie against that
inclusion because it is, in fact, author-
ized.

O 1245
And it is not legislation on an appro-
priation bill, it is an appropriation to

an objective which is consistent with
the rules providing for the Committee
on Appropriations report to make such
appropriations as it deems appropriate
for such objectives as it provides.

My point being that | raised a proper
point of order and the Chairman seeks
to add something thereto which is not
subject to a point of order.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, may | be
heard on my point of order?

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. DREIER). The
gentleman from Arizona (Mr. KOLBE) is
recognized.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, | would
make the point, as the Chair correctly
said, a Member may expand a point of
order. It is correct that an individual
may make a point of order against cer-
tain provisions of a paragraph. But if a
Member chooses to make the point of
order and believes that there is some-
thing in that paragraph which is not
permissible, under the Rules of the
House, the point of order lies against
the entire paragraph. And | make the
point of order against the entire para-
graph and would ask for a ruling.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is pre-
pared to rule.

Where a point of order lies on the
basis of the proviso, it may be applied
against the entire paragraph at the in-
sistence of any Member; and, therefore,
the Chair has concluded that the entire
paragraph will be stricken from the
bill.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. HOYER. Parliamentary inquiry,
Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, | would
appreciate it for future reference, as we
go through the rest of this bill para-
graph by paragraph, and there may be
other expansions, can the Chairman
focus me on where | ought to look at
the rules and/or the precedence for that
ruling?

The CHAIRMAN. Page 661 of the
House Rules and Manual, clause 2 of
rule XXI.

Are there further amendments?
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If not, the Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:
REIMBURSABLE EXPENSES

For the reimbursable expenses of the Exec-
utive Residence at the White House, such
sums as may be necessary: Provided, That all
reimbursable operating expenses of the Exec-
utive Residence shall be made in accordance
with the provisions of this paragraph: Pro-
vided further, That, notwithstanding any
other provision of law, such amount for re-
imbursable operating expenses shall be the
exclusive authority of the Executive Resi-
dence to incur obligations and to receive off-
setting collections, for such expenses: Pro-
vided further, That the Executive Residence
shall require each person sponsoring a reim-
bursable political event to pay in advance an
amount equal to the estimated cost of the
event, and all such advance payments shall
be credited to this account and remain avail-
able until expended: Provided further, That
the Executive Residence shall require the na-
tional committee of the political party of
the President to maintain on deposit $25,000,
to be separately accounted for and available
for expenses relating to reimbursable politi-
cal events sponsored by such committee dur-
ing such fiscal year: Provided further, That

the Executive Residence shall ensure that a

written notice of any amount owed for a re-

imbursable operating expense under this
paragraph is submitted to the person owing
such amount within 60 days after such ex-
pense is incurred, and that such amount is
collected within 30 days after the submission
of such notice: Provided further, That the Ex-
ecutive Residence shall charge interest and
assess penalties and other charges on any
such amount that is not reimbursed within
such 30 days, in accordance with the interest
and penalty provisions applicable to an out-
standing debt on a United States Govern-

ment claim under section 3717 of title 31,

United States Code: Provided further, That

each such amount that is reimbursed, and

any accompanying interest and charges,
shall be deposited in the Treasury as mis-
cellaneous receipts: Provided further, That
the Executive Residence shall prepare and
submit to the Committees on Appropria-
tions, by not later than 90 days after the end
of the fiscal year covered by this Act, a re-
port setting forth the reimbursable operat-
ing expenses of the Executive Residence dur-
ing the preceding fiscal year, including the
total amount of such expenses, the amount
of such total that consists of reimbursable
official and ceremonial events, the amount
of such total that consists of reimbursable
political events, and the portion of each such
amount that has been reimbursed as of the
date of the report: Provided further, That the
Executive Residence shall maintain a system
for the tracking of expenses related to reim-
bursable events within the Executive Resi-
dence that includes a standard for the classi-
fication of any such expense as political or
nonpolitical: Provided further, That no provi-
sion of this paragraph may be construed to
exempt the Executive Residence from any
other applicable requirement of subchapter |
or Il of chapter 37 of title 31, United States

Code.

SPECIAL ASSISTANCE TO THE PRESIDENT AND
THE OFFICIAL RESIDENCE OF THE VICE
PRESIDENT

SALARIES AND EXPENSES
For necessary expenses to enable the Vice

President to provide assistance to the Presi-

dent in connection with specially assigned

functions; services as authorized by 5 U.S.C.

3109 and 3 U.S.C. 106, including subsistence

expenses as authorized by 3 U.S.C. 106, which

shall be expended and accounted for as pro-
vided in that section; and hire of passenger
motor vehicles; $3,512,000.
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OPERATING EXPENSES
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For the care, operation, refurnishing, im-
provement, heating, and lighting, including
electric power and fixtures, of the official
residence of the Vice President; the hire of
passenger motor vehicles; and not to exceed
$90,000 for official entertainment expenses of
the Vice President, to be accounted for sole-
ly on his certificate; $334,000: Provided, That
advances or repayments or transfers from
this appropriation may be made to any de-
partment or agency for expenses of carrying
out such activities.

COUNCIL OF ECONOMIC ADVISERS
SALARIES AND EXPENSES
For necessary expenses of the Council in
carrying out its functions under the Employ-
ment Act of 1946 (15 U.S.C. 1021 et seq.),
$3,666,000.
OFFICE OF PoLICY DEVELOPMENT
SALARIES AND EXPENSES
For necessary expenses of the Office of Pol-
icy Development, including services as au-
thorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109 and 3 U.S.C. 107,
$4,032,000.
NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the National Se-
curity Council, including services as author-
ized by 5 U.S.C. 3109, $6,806,000.

OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the Office of Ad-
ministration, including services as author-
ized by 5 U.S.C. 3109 and 3 U.S.C. 107, and hire
of passenger motor vehicles, $28,350,000.

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the Office of
Management and Budget, including hire of
passenger motor vehicles and services as au-
thorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109, $59,017,000, of which
not to exceed $5,000,000 shall be available to
carry out the provisions of chapter 35 of title
44, United States Code: Provided, That, of the
amounts appropriated, not to exceed
$5,229,000 shall be available to the Office of
Information and Regulatory Affairs, of
which $1,200,000 shall not be obligated until
the Office of Management and Budget sub-
mits a report to the House Committee on Ap-
propriations and the House Committee on
Government Reform and Oversight that: (1)
identifies annual five percent reductions in
paperwork expected in fiscal year 1999 and
fiscal year 2000; and (2) issues guidance on
the requirements of 5 U.S.C. §801(a) (1) and
(3); sections 804(3), and 808(2), including a
standard new rule reporting form for use
under section 801(a)(1)(A)-(B): Provided fur-
ther, That, as provided in 31 U.S.C. 1301(a),
appropriations shall be applied only to the
objects for which appropriations were made
except as otherwise provided by law: Provided
further, That none of the funds appropriated
in this Act for the Office of Management and
Budget may be used for the purpose of re-
viewing any agricultural marketing orders
or any activities or regulations under the
provisions of the Agricultural Marketing
Agreement Act of 1937 (7 U.S.C. 601 et seq.):
Provided further, That none of the funds made
available for the Office of Management and
Budget by this Act may be expended for the
altering of the transcript of actual testi-
mony of witnesses, except for testimony of
officials of the Office of Management and
Budget, before the House and Senate Com-
mittees on Appropriations or the House and
Senate Committees on Veterans’ Affairs or
their subcommittees: Provided further, That
the preceeding shall not apply to printed
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hearings released by the House and Senate
Committees on Appropriations or the House
and Senate Committees on Veterans’ Affairs.

OFFICE OF NATIONAL DRUG CONTROL PoLIcy

SALARIES AND EXPENSES
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses of the Office of Na-
tional Drug Control Policy; for research ac-
tivities pursuant to title | of Public Law 100-
690; not to exceed $20,000 for official recep-
tion and representation expenses; and for
participation in joint projects or in the pro-
vision of services on matters of mutual in-
terest with nonprofit, research, or public or-
ganizations or agencies, with or without re-
imbursement; $36,442,000, of which $17,000,000
shall remain available until expended, con-
sisting of $1,000,000 for policy research and
evaluation and $16,000,000 for the
Counterdrug Technology Assessment Center
for counternarcotics research and develop-
ment projects: Provided, That the $16,000,000
for the Counterdrug Technology Assessment
Center shall be available for transfer to
other Federal departments or agencies: Pro-
vided further, That the Office is authorized to
accept, hold, administer, and utilize gifts,
both real and personal, public and private,
without fiscal year limitation, for the pur-
pose of aiding or facilitating the work of the
Office.

FEDERAL DRUG CONTROL PROGRAMS

HIGH INTENSITY DRUG TRAFFICKING AREAS
PROGRAM
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses of the Office of Na-
tional Drug Control Policy’s High Intensity
Drug Trafficking Areas Program, $162,007,000
for drug control activities consistent with
the approved strategy for each of the des-
ignated High Intensity Drug Trafficking
Areas, of which no less than $81,007,000 shall
be transferred to State and local entities for
drug control activities, which shall be obli-
gated within 120 days of the date of enact-
ment of this Act and up to $81,000,000 may be
transferred to Federal agencies and depart-
ments at a rate to be determined by the Di-
rector: Provided, That funding shall be pro-
vided at no less than the fiscal year 1998
level for those High Intensity Drug Traffick-
ing Areas that had been designated by the
Director of the Office of National Drug Con-
trol Policy on or before February 2, 1994: Pro-
vided further, That any new High Intensity
Drug Trafficking Areas to be designated
shall be funded from within the existing ap-
propriation for this account.

SPECIAL FORFEITURE FUND
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For activities to support a national anti-
drug campaign for youth, and other pur-
poses, authorized by Public Law 100-690, as
amended, $215,000,000, to remain available
until expended: Provided, That such funds
may be transferred to other Federal depart-
ments and agencies to carry out such activi-
ties: Provided further, That, of the funds pro-
vided in this paragraph, $195,000,000 shall be
to support a national media campaign to re-
duce and prevent drug use among young
Americans: Provided further, That none of the
funds provided for the support of a national
media campaign may be obligated for the
following purposes: to supplant current anti-
drug community based coalitions; to sup-
plant current pro bono public service time
donated by national and local broadcasting
networks; for partisan political purposes; or
to fund media campaigns that feature any
elected officials, persons seeking elected of-
fice, cabinet-level officials, or other Federal
officials employed pursuant to Schedule C of
title 5, Code of Federal Regulations, section
213, absent advance notice to the Commit-
tees on Appropriations and the Senate Judi-
ciary Committee: Provided further, That
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funds provided for the support of a national
media campaign may be used to fund the
purchase of media time and space, talent re-
use payments, reimbursement of out of pock-
et advertising production costs for agencies
that provide all creative development on a
pro bono basis, and the negotiated fee for the
contract buying agency: Provided further,
That the Director of the Office of National
Drug Control Policy shall report to Congress
quarterly on the obligation of funds as well
as on the specific parameters of the national
media campaign, and shall report to Con-
gress within one year on the effectiveness of
the national media campaign based upon the
measurable outcomes provided to Congress
previously: Provided further, That, of the
funds provided in this paragraph, $20,000,000
shall be to continue a program of matching
grants to drug-free communities, as author-
ized in the Drug-Free Communities Act of
1997.
PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. NEUMANN. Mr. Chairman, it is
my understanding that we are now on
page 37 and 38?

Mr. HOYER. Point of order,
Chairman.

Mr. NEUMANN. I would like to raise
a point of order against the $2.25 billion
for Year 2000.

Mr.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. NEUMANN) will
suspend.

The Clerk will resume reading.

Mr. HOYER. Reserving the right to
object.

The CHAIRMAN. If the gentleman
will suspend, the Chair wishes to re-
sume reading on page 37 of the bill.

Mr. HOYER. No, sir. The Clerk has
read ‘“‘unanticipated needs.”” The Clerk
read, and | will ask the RECORD be read
back if necessary, but the Clerk has
read ‘“‘unanticipated needs.” We have
passed the paragraph to which the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. NEUMANN)
seeks to address.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair believes
that inadvertently a paragraph on page
37 was not read. So the Chair wishes to
have the Reading Clerk proceed with
the reading of that paragraph.

Mr. HOYER. Reserving the right to
object or state a parliamentary in-
quiry, Mr. Chairman.

I have been following pretty closely.
I do not know what paragraph was in-
advertently not read. And perhaps, we
have the RECORD here, and | am sure
we can review it again paragraph by
paragraph.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair has been
advised by both the Reading Clerk and
the Parliamentarian that that para-
graph was inadvertently not read.

Mr. HOYER. Which one?

The CHAIRMAN. On page 37, begin-
ning on line 10.

The Chair will call on the Reading
Clerk to proceed with the reading of
that paragraph.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, | with-
draw the objection. My staff advises me
that the Chair is correct, and | will
withdraw.

The CHAIRMAN. If the gentleman
would suspend until the Reading Clerk
proceeds with the reading on page 37.

The Clerk read as follows:
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INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY SYSTEMS AND
RELATED EXPENSES
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For emergency expenses related to Year
2000 conversion of Federal information tech-
nology systems, and related expenses,
$2,250,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended: Provided, That these funds may be
transferred to any other accounts, except
within the Department of Defense, to carry
out Federal governmental activities nec-
essary to meet the requirements of such sys-
tems and expenses: Provided further, That the
entire amount shall be available only to the
extent that an official budget request for a
specific dollar amount, that includes des-
ignation of the entire amount of the request
as an emergency requirement as defined in
the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit
Control Act of 1985, as amended, is transmit-
ted by the President to the Congress: Pro-
vided further, That the President’s request
shall specifically identify agencies, accounts,
programs, projects and activities to be fund-
ed and no funds shall be available until 15
days after the submission of the request: Pro-
vided further, That the entire amount is des-
ignated by Congress as an emergency re-
quirement pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(A) of
the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit
Control Act of 1985, as amended: Provided fur-
ther, That the funds transferred shall be
merged with and shall be available for the
same purposes and for the same time period
as the appropriation to which transferred:
Provided further, That such transfer author-
ity shall be in addition to any other transfer
authority available.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. NEUMANN. Mr. Chairman, |
would like to make a point of order
against the portion of the bill begin-
ning on page 37 line 10 and continuing
through page 38 line 14.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state his point of order.

Mr. NEUMANN. | do not believe this
is authorized; and, therefore, it should
be subject to a point of order and
should be stricken from the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Does any other
Member wish to be heard on the point
of order?

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, on the
point of order, this was included in the
bill at the insistence of the chairman
of the subcommittee and the chairman
of the committee for the purposes of
providing for the emergency that they
foresaw with respect to effecting a so-
lution to the problem of our computers
working after January 1, 2000.

In that context, it was judged to be
an emergency and critically important
to be included in this bill so that the
objectives of this bill and every other
bill other than the defense bill could be
ensured to be carried out in the next
millennium.

I would hope that the Chair, realizing
the critical nature of this provision,
therefore, might find that in fact it
was in order.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is un-
aware of any statutory authorization
for the funds in the paragraph and,
therefore, sustains the point of order of
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
NEUMANN). The paragraph is stricken
from the bill.

Are there further amendments?

If not, the Clerk will read.
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The Clerk read as follows:

UNANTICIPATED NEEDS

For expenses necessary to enable the Presi-
dent to meet unanticipated needs, in further-
ance of the national interest, security, or de-
fense which may arise at home or abroad
during the current fiscal year, $1,000,000.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Chairman, I make
a point of order against the portion of
the bill beginning on page 38 line 15 and
continuing through line 21 of the same.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state his point of order.

Mr. COBURN. This is, | believe, to be
unauthorized and legislating on an ap-
propriations bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Does any Member
wish to be heard in opposition to the
point of order raised by the gentleman
from Oklahoma (Mr. COBURN)?

Mr. KOLBE. Yes, Mr. Chairman, just
simply to say that | would concede
that this is not authorized and, there-
fore, is subject to being stricken on a
point of order under the rule that we
have adopted, much to my regret.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, |1 would
join my friend the gentleman from Ari-
zona, the chairman, in saying that the
gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr.
COBURN) raises correctly a point that
can be raised against about 70 percent
of the bill that remains.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair wishes to
inquire of the gentleman from Okla-
homa (Mr. CoBURN) if he simply wanted
to include lines 15 through 19 or if in
his point of order he also wanted to in-
clude lines 20 and 21?

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Chairman, | stand
corrected. It is 15 through 19.

The CHAIRMAN. The point of order
is conceded and sustained, and that
paragraph is stricken from the bill.

The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

This title may be cited as the ‘‘Executive
Office Appropriations Act, 1999"".

TITLE IV—INDEPENDENT AGENCIES
COMMITTEE FOR PURCHASE FROM PEOPLE WHO
ARE BLIND OR SEVERELY DISABLED
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the Committee
for Purchase From People Who Are Blind or
Severely Disabled established by the Act of
June 23, 1971, Public Law 92-28, $2,464,000.

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses to carry out the
provisions of the Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971, as amended, $33,700,000, of which
no less than $4,402,500 shall be available for
internal automated data processing systems,
and of which not to exceed $5,000 shall be
available for reception and representation
expenses: Provided, That of the amounts ap-
propriated for salaries and expenses,
$1,120,000 may not be obligated until the Fed-
eral Election Commission submits a plan for
approval to the House Committee on Appro-
priations for the expenditure of such funds.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MRS. MALONEY OF

NEW YORK

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr.
Chairman, | offer an amendment.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, | reserve
a point of order against the amend-
ment.
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The CHAIRMAN. The point of order
is reserved.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mrs.
New York:

Page 39, line 13, insert after ‘$33,700,000"
the following: “‘(increased by $2,800,000 to be
used for enforcement activities)”.

Page 40, line 25, insert after ‘$482,100,000"
the following: ““(reduced by $2,800,000)"".

Page 41, line 22, insert after ‘“$5,626,928,000"
the following: ““(reduced by $2,800,000)".

Page 46, line 21, insert after *‘$2,583,261,000"’
the following: ““(reduced by $2,800,000)"".

Page 48, line 23, insert after *‘$5,626,928,000"
the following: ““(reduced by $2,800,000)"".

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr.
Chairman, | rise in support of this
amendment which will give the Federal
Election Commission an additional $2.8
million, bringing its total budget to
$36.5 million. This is the full amount
requested in the President’s budget.
This amendment is sensible. It is a pro-
posal that simply gives the Federal
Election Commission the resources it
needs to do the job to efficiently en-
force the laws that we create.

All throughout the campaign finance
reform debate we have heard opponents
of reform argue that we do not need
any new laws, we just need to enforce
the laws that are on the books. But
those same opponents of reform are re-
form refuse to fully fund the Federal
Election Commission. The FEC is the
only bipartisan agency empowered to
enforce our campaign finance laws. It
is the watchdog which polices our elec-
tions.

Maloney of

O 1300

It is the only government center that
compiles information on campaign con-
tributions and expenditures.

But many Members of this House
would like to see the FEC become a
toothless tiger incapable of enforcing
any laws. There was even an effort to
change the whole structure in the FEC
of how they hire and fire personnel.

Mr. Chairman, | serve on the Com-
mittee on Government Reform and
Oversight which, along with the Senate
Governmental Affairs Committee, has
spent over $7 million on a partisan in-
vestigation of the Clinton administra-
tion. By contrast, during the last year
the Federal Election’s General Coun-
sel’s Office spent only 6 and a half mil-
lion dollars enforcing the law, and the
FEC is responsible of investigating all
elections in this country, not just the
presidential race. So we see this body
empowering committees to spend more
than the entire FEC on investigating
President Clinton, but they will not
fund it to the level that they say they
need to do an appropriate job.

Opponents of the FEC like to argue
that since 1990 funding for the agency
has increased. This statement is only
partially true. On paper, funding for
the FEC has increased, but in recent
years Congress has fenced off large por-
tions of their budget for use of mod-
ernization of computers. Congress has
specifically told them that they cannot
use the money for investigations. When
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we consider the fact that the total
amount of money available to the FEC
for enforcement and disclosure has
more or less remained constant over
the last 4 years, yet the work load has
increased dramatically and the total
number of staff that the FEC has been
able to hire has actually gone down,
and while the FEC resources have
stayed constant or decreased, cam-
paign spending has increased astro-
nomically. In fact, since 1990 campaign
spending has gone up 146 percent, cases
in which the FEC has determined that
there is a sufficient evidence of wrong-
doing to conduct an audit have gone up
110 percent, and total itemized trans-
actions, and here I mean the total
number of contributions which the
FEC records in its data base, have gone
up by 157 percent. So, even if the FEC’s
budget has gone up, it has clearly not
gone up enough to keep pace with the
explosion in campaign spending and al-
leged abuses. So the argument that the
FEC’s resources have kept pace with
the work load is simply not supported
by the facts.

Mr. Chairman, in conclusion | would
like to really thank the gentleman
from Kansas for his work on this issue
and for offering this amendment, and |
hope that all Members will support it.
If we are serious about campaign fi-
nance reform, then all Members in this
body should join us in this effort to
fund the FEC at the level that they feel
is necessary to enforce the laws that
are on the book.

Mr. SNOWBARGER. Mr. Chairman, |
move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, just very briefly; | do
not want to go through all of the argu-
ments that my colleague from New
York (Mrs. MALONEY) has already gone
through, but I do think it is important,
as we are in the current debate on cam-
paign finance, as we go through the de-
bate on campaign finance throughout
this year, | think one point that has
not been made in any of the bills that
had been talked about very widely in
the press, and that is the issue of en-
forcement.

Now | know there are a lot of com-
plaints about the FEC and the way
they do their job. Those may be very
valid points. The issue here is though
we only have one law enforcement
agency in the area of campaign fi-
nance, and that is the Federal Election
Commission. Right now one stands a 7-
in-10 chance of not having any action
taken good against them if the FEC
has a report against them. It seems to
me that enforcement of campaign fi-
nance laws is as important, enforce-
ment of the current laws is as impor-
tant, as trying to change the law which
will have no better enforcement.

If we truly have concerns about the
FEC, if we have concerns about the
way they do their job, if we do not
think they can do the job any more, let
us deal with that, and let us replace
them. But right now they are the only
law enforcement agency, and | think
that they need to have the proper fund-
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ing as well as the proper personnel to
do the job.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, | con-

tinue to reserve my point of order.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, |
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, | think that in the
words of the gentleman that just pre-
ceded me to give the enforcers the
right to enforce and the wherewithal to
enforce is a great proposition if there
were adequate, competent and reason-
able enforcers; or certainly if they were
fair enforcers. But, unfortunately, | do
not think any of that is the case when
we are talking about the Federal Elec-
tion Commission.

The Federal Election Commission
has not done an adequate job since |
have followed their activities over the
last 10 or 15 years.

I can remember when it used to allow
its General Counsel into the delibera-
tions, and the court ruled that the
commissioners should stop that, and
then they did not stop it. | can remem-
ber when one former senator, who was
a former Member of this House as well,
who had a case before this commission,
and somehow he got an appointment as
an ex officio member of the Federal
Election Commission and sat in on the
deliberations even though he had a
case pending. I can remember when
Federal Election Commission officers
and maybe Commissioners traveled to
the Democrat National Convention in
August of 1996, presumably on tax-
payers’ dollars.

Year after year they hire a press of-
fice of about five people to turn out
press releases complaining that we are
holding down their budget, and yet
since 1991 we have increased their
budget by 85 percent. Funding for the
Office of General Counsel has increased
by 88 percent. Before 1998, the staff had
grown by roughly 30 percent. Salaries
and benefits, up 57 percent. Cash
awards, up 191 percent. Travel, up 75
percent. Audit divisions, up 100 per-
cent. And yet while the money is still
coming in for these great enforcers,
they drop backlog cases.

In fact, just a month or two ago we
saw where they dropped well over a
hundred cases because they did not,
could not, get around to them. In 1993,
they dropped 130 backlogged cases, and
I think since then there have been a
couple other instances where they have
just not gotten around to enforcement.

What | worry about when we talk
about the Federal Election Commis-
sion is, A, they are not fair, but, B,
they micromanage the campaigns of
the people who are genuinely trying to
follow the law and discourage good peo-
ple from running for office and, at the
same time, ignoring the infractions of
the people that deserve investigations.

In fact, as recently as July 13, 1998,
about three or four days ago, the lead
editorial in the Wall Street Journal,
Mr. Chairman, talks about how the
Federal Election Commission simply
did not do their job in an investigation
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of the Democrat National Committee.
So the Federal judge had to weigh in
and virtually condemn them for not
having done the job. I quote: ‘“U.S. Dis-
trict Judge Stanley Sporkin ruled the
FEC had inexplicably waited 15 months
to dismiss a request to investigate
whether the Democrat National Com-
mittee and the Clinton-Gore campaign
sold seats on the Commerce Depart-
ment trade missions in exchange for
contributions.”” It goes on: “The FEC
responded to Judicial Watch, a civic in-
quiry group, in December 1977 by clos-
ing the case in light of the information
on the record, the relative significance
of the case and the amount of time
that has elapsed. Judicial Watch chal-
lenged the FEC’s dismissal, and the
judge slammed the FEC for attempting
to thwart a review of these charges.”

And they want more money. We gave
them $2 million more in funds, tax-
payers’ dollars, than they had last
year, and yet they have the audacity to
prevail on Members to come to the
floor and say that is not enough. And
this amendment would take money out
of the GAO, General Accounting Office,
that is guarding the taxpayers’ funds
to put money into this wasteful and in-
efficient and, | dare say, improper or-
ganization.

The fact is this organization has been
in place since 1974. The commissioners,
many of the commissioners were never
replaced.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Louisiana (Mr. LIVING-
STON) has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. LIVING-
STON was allowed to proceed for 2 addi-
tional minutes.)

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman,
some of the Commissioners have never
been replaced. Even though their terms
were renewable, they have been on the
commission for some 20 years. We, fi-
nally, last year put a term limit on the
Commissioners and this year thought
it was a good idea to put a term on the
General Counsel who apparently has, |
only found out subsequently to my fil-
ing of the amendment, been in the posi-
tion for nearly 11 years without inter-
ruption.

Now it seems to me that if term lim-
its are good for, according to some peo-
ple, Members of Congress, and | dis-
agree with that because | think the
ballot box is a great term limit for
elected officials. But, if it is good for
committee chairmen and subcommit-
tee chairmen, as appointed officials
within this House of Representatives,
and it is good for various other execu-
tive agencies, then it is good for the
Federal Election Commission. And
maybe that person who has made life
tenure out of serving in that position,
I say albeit not altogether fairly,
should be up for review as to whether
or not he should continue to hold his
office. These are legitimate questions |
have.

We tried to fence money for years to
compel the Federal Election Commis-
sion to upgrade its computers. They
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were using equipment that went back
25 years, ancient technology. And they
wouldn’t do it. Finally, we just made
them do it, and they were forced to up-
grade their technology.

They are beginning to come into the
new technological world, but they have
not demonstrated a need for additional
moneys. They have not demonstrated
that they will utilize those funds fairly
and appropriately, and until they do |
am not prepared to vote an extra $2.8
million for them. In fact, | urge Mem-
bers to reject this amendment soundly
and send the FEC back to improve the
job that they should be doing.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from Arizona continue to reserve his
point of order?

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, | with-
draw my point of order, but | do seek
to speak against it.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Arizona.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, | move to
strike the requisite number of words,
and | rise in opposition to the amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, | really think this
amendment is big spending at its very
worst. As the distinguished chairman
of the full committee has pointed out,
the FEC’s budget has grown by 85 per-
cent since 1991. The President is re-
questing an additional 15 percent for
the forthcoming year, 1 year, and that
is what this amendment would provide.

We have recommended in our bill, we
have $33.7 million for the FEC in fiscal
year 1999. That is an increase of 9 per-
cent, more than $2 million over the
amount that is available in the current
fiscal year. So we gave the President a
good more than half of what he
thought that this agency should have.

Let us be honest. If we look at any of
the spending bills, a 9 percent increase
in any spending bill, even those that
have as much popular support such as
the National Institutes of Health is a
large, substantial increase, especially
given the budgetary constraints that
we are under right now. But to talk of
giving an agency and this agency of
which against | think there lies serious
questions of its management, to talk
about giving them a 15 percent increase
when we have not really seen the re-
forms that we think need to be made to
this agency, | think it is just unthink-
able.

The sponsors of the amendment say
they are concerned about the enforce-
ment part of FEC. But | am sure they
are aware the committee includes an
increase of $1.12 million for enhanced
enforcement by the Federal Elections
Commission.

0O 1315

So this would add another $2.8 mil-
lion to the increase that is already in
there.

While | certainly agree that enforce-
ment ought to be a top priority of the
FEC, and there are clearly some prob-
lems as it relates to enforcing our cam-
paign finance laws, and that most lay
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here at the foot of Congress itself, | do
not agree that simply throwing more
money at the FEC is the way to fix it.

The fact of the matter is, funding for
the Office of General Counsel, which is
the enforcement arm of the FEC, has
increased even more than the rest of
the FEC, slightly more, by 88 percent.
Its staffing has increased by more than
28 percent. Surely, given the problems
that exist there, | do not think that ad-
ditional revenue is really going to re-
solve the problem.

We initiated an independent audit of
the Federal Elections Commission, and
of its operations and management. The
purpose of the audit is to address the
issue of resources as it relates to their
ability to meet its statutory respon-
sibility. This audit is under way, and
we anticipate the results in January of
1999. It will include a thorough review
of all of their enforcement activities,
including the Office of General Coun-
sel, and | am optimistic that, based on
what we find in this audit, we will be in
a position to address from an appro-
priations viewpoint, if the authorizing
committees do not, the issues raised by
this audit and the issues that have
been raised, | think correctly, on this
floor for and against additional funding
for the Federal Elections Commission.
But | do not think we should go with
this money, on top of the money we are
already increasing their budget by,
until we at least are able to see how
these concerns bear out in that audit.

Mr. Chairman, | would urge my col-
leagues to defeat this amendment. We
have done the best we can, given the
resources we have. This additional in-
crease will take severely from some
other areas that I know are important
to other Members, including mainte-
nance and rehabilitation of buildings.
So | would urge the defeat of the
amendment.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, | move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, | thank the gentleman
and would rise in support of this
amendment. | thank the gentlewoman
from New York, who has been such a
tenacious spokesperson on behalf of
monitoring and ensuring fair elections
in America. Her leadership on this
issue has been outstanding, and all of
America owes her a debt of gratitude.

Mr. Chairman, first of all, let me say
that we ought to clarify what this
amendment does. The chairman of the
committee indicated it took it from
the General Accounting Office. That
was incorrect. The chairman made a
mistake. It is out of the General Serv-
ices Administration. I am not for re-
ducing those accounts, but this par-
ticular account that is being reduced is
over, | think, $2.3 billion, and this
takes $2 million out of it. So it is a
minor nick at best on the particular
accounting question.

Having said that, the gentleman from
Kansas, who is the cosponsor of this
amendment, observes that we obvi-
ously feel in this country there are
substantial problems with elections.
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Over $1 million was spent, not just by
the committee, but by the parties in-
volved, on one congressional election
during this Congress, $1 million, Yasth
of the dollars in this bill for FEC. That
did not include the President or any of
the other Federal races, United States
Senate or House Members, other than
that one race.

This Congress has spent, and you can
get all sorts of estimates and | will not
say which one is precise or not, but
anywhere between $10 million and $40
million, a pretty broad spectrum, look-
ing at the Presidential race alone. Just
one race. We ask the FEC to look at es-
sentially thousands of candidates to
ensure that they are complying with
the laws this Congress adopted to en-
sure that Americans have fair elec-
tions.

Now, the gentlewoman’s amendment
and the gentleman from Kansas’s
amendment takes the FEC from the $34
million-plus that we have incorporated
in this bill to the $36 million-plus that
was the request of the administration.
Some would argue pretty strenuously
that that was insufficient in and of
itself. Why? Because the dollars in-
volved in campaigns has escalated geo-
metrically. We all know that. Just tak-
ing House races alone, where the aver-
age expenditures have gone in the last
20 years from probably less than
$300,000 to, for the most part, close to
$1 million, that is three-and-a-half
times in 20 years.

The number of candidates is rising. |
am not sure that is true this year on
House races off the top of my head, but
we know over the last 6 years, the
number of candidates has escalated
very substantially.

The FEC has had to dismiss cases.
They have had to dismiss cases because
they did not have the resources to han-
dle them. So unless they are very seri-
ous cases, they have not been able to
deal with them. The proposition raised
by the gentlewoman from New York
and the gentleman from Kansas is that
ought not to be, because, if that hap-
pens, we cannot ensure fair elections.

Now, | understand the chairman of
the committee feels strongly that the
FEC does not do its job properly. | un-
derstand his premise. | also understand
his premise when he talks about the
length of service by some Commis-
sioners. | think he makes a good point.
I am not for term limits, as the chair-
man is not for term limits, but we did
not raise a whole lot of stuff about his
provision last year.

But | would hope that every Member
of the House on either side of the aisle
would look at this amendment in the
context of what we are trying to do in
America to ensure that funds are
raised properly, spent properly, and ad-
ministered properly.

I hear in one-minutes, in special or-
ders and in debate on this bill and
other bills many, many members of the
majority party getting up and saying
how awful it is that we do not know ex-
actly what happened in the elections in
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terms of raising money from foreign-
ers, from domestic people, soft money,
hard money, whatever. Well, my
friends, if you really want to get at it,
this is where we have set up in law to
do it. And to say on the one hand you
want to get at fair elections and on the
other hand undercut the resources of
the agencies that Congress has estab-
lished to accomplish that objective |
think is problematic at best. So |
would urge my friends to adopt this
amendment, and congratulate my col-
leagues for offering it, and hope that
the House will adopt it.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, | move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, my friend from Ari-
zona earlier described this amendment
as ‘“big spending at its worst.” This
amendment adds a couple of million
dollars to the Federal Elections Com-
mission budget for the purpose of in-
creasing their capacity to protect the
integrity of what is left of our cam-
paign finance laws.

I would suggest that that is not quite
the case. | think big spending at its
worst is the rampant cancerous use of
soft money to obliterate intelligent de-
bate in political campaigns. | think the
big spending at its worst is the use of
phony so-called issue advocacy ads or
phony independent expenditures,
whether it be by labor or by big busi-
ness or by single interest groups, to in-
fluence elections, all the while pretend-
ing that they are not involved in elec-
tions at all. | think that is what is big
spending at its worst, and this money
is just a tiny effort to control that big
spending at its worst.

I would also say that it is, at least to
me, apparent what the agenda of the
majority party is in this case. They
have been engaged in a year-long de-
fense of the status quo on campaign fi-
nance laws, and they have been sys-
tematically attacking the agency
which is trying to preserve the integ-
rity of what is left of the existing cam-
paign laws. They 2 years ago term-lim-
ited the FEC so that there is no insti-
tutional memory or in the future will
be no institutional memory at that
body.

They are now trying to make certain
that the Federal Elections Commission
looks more like a pussycat than a
tiger, and what they want to do is
make certain that they can intimidate
the executive director into not antago-
nizing anybody in order to assure that
he can be reappointed.

It is clear to me that there is great
resentment on the other side of the
aisle because the Federal Elections
Commission has the temerity to dig
into the activities of the use of the Re-
publican Party of GOPAC, which con-
tains, in my view, some of the most so-
cially irresponsible and, at the same
time, richest people in America, to in-
fluence the economic agenda of this
Congress. They are unhappy because
the FEC is having the temerity to ex-
amine those linkages.

It just seems to me that the choice is
clear: If you want to continue the sta-
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tus quo, if you want to continue to
have a crippled FEC, vote against the
amendment. If you want to cast a vote
in favor of the public interest, if you
want to cast a vote in favor of giving
the Federal Elections Commission the
additional tools it needs to see to it
that everyone is policed more ade-
quately, then vote for the amendment.

The issue is clear, and no rhetoric to
the contrary will confuse the public on
this question.

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, | move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mrs. LOWEY. | yield to the gentle-
woman from New York.

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr.
Chairman, | would like to thank the
gentlemen from the Committee on Ap-
propriations from the minority side for
their very strong statements and really
to rise in support of their statements
and respond to some of the words on
the other side of the aisle, where one of
my colleagues on the other side of the
aisle accused the FEC of being par-
tisan. Yet a study by the Conservative
Fair Government Foundation found
that “‘partisan favoritism is absent” at
the Federal Election Commission. In
fact, in this study, and | would be glad
to give it to my colleagues, it showed
that they had, in fact, investigated
more Democrats than Republicans. Yet
there is no doubt that the need for
more spending at the FEC is needed be-
cause of the spending in campaigns and
the allegations that have come to
them.

Campaign spending, as my colleagues
have pointed out, has gone up 146 per-
cent, referrals of audits have gone up
110 percent and itemized transactions
to be processed have gone up 157 per-
cent, so they need this money.

As my distinguished colleague, the
gentleman from Maryland (Mr. HOYER)
pointed out, whether it is the $6 mil-
lion that has been spent in the Com-
mittee on Government Reform and
Oversight investigating President Clin-
ton, or the monies that have been
spent in others, | have seen everything
from $30 to $50 million in investiga-
tions in committees in this body, some
of which only subpoena Democrats,
only investigate Democrats, at least at
the FEC they investigate both parties,
all people who run, Democrat, Inde-
pendent, Republican.

There have been some concerns that
the majority party has been trying to
destroy the FEC, and | will at this
point put in the RECORD editorials that
have appeared across this country.

[From Roll Call, June 11, 1998]
MICRO-MUZZLING

Congress is at it again, trying to throttle
the Federal Election Commission, the weak
watchdog it created to regulate campaign fi-
nance. As spending and contribution levels
soar and crafty political operatives invent
new loopholes to skirt finance laws, Congress
regularly keeps the FEC on a bare-subsist-
ence diet, unable to keep up with the action.
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Now, in a simultaneous act of micro-manage-
ment and muzzling, House Republicans seem
bent on firing the commission’s general
counsel, Lawrence Noble.

Under current law, it would take a four-
member majority of the six-member FEC to
oust Noble. The commission is evenly di-
vided, with three Republicans and three
Democrats. But last month, the House Over-
sight Committee approved a bill to require
that both the FEC’s staff director and gen-
eral counsel be reconfirmed in office every
four years, beginning next January, with a
four-vote majority. The bill won’t become
law, but the Noble ouster may be adopted
today as a rider to the Treasury, Postal
Service and general government appropria-
tions bill. Disingenuously, backers of the
provision say it’s not aimed at Noble, just at
administratively tidying up the FEC. But ev-
eryone knows what’s really going on.

Noble, who’s in charge of FEC enforce-
ment, has angered Republicans by claiming
that the agency, having opened the loophole
that allows for unlimited soft-money dona-
tions to political parties, has the power to
close it. Noble takes an expansive view of
FEC posers to regulate issue ads. And he led
the way in investigating the 1996 Dole cam-
paign’s management of Republican party ad-
vertising, which led to a hefty fine. To his
credit, he also is reliably reported to be in-
vestigating the even more blatant and exten-
sive White House use of Democratic National
Committee funds to run ads boosting Presi-
dent Clinton.

For Congress to be deciding who serves as
general counsel of the FEC would be like al-
lowing the AFL-CIO to name (and fire) the
chairman of the National labor Relations
Board or for the Chemical Manufacturers As-
sociation to pick the head of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency. Already, politi-
cians appoint the members of the commis-
sion. The equal partisan division of the com-
mission ensures that it can’t be wildly ag-
gressive or overly partisan. Having created
the commission, Congress ought to let it
pick—and keep—its own general counsel.

In addition, it’s time for Congress to quit
hog-tying the agency with limited funds and
then complaining it has to perform triage on
the cases it investigates. Last year, the FEC
dismissed 55 percent of its cases as ‘“‘low
rated” or ‘‘stale’ in order to concentrate on
higher priorities and to clear its backlog.
Fundraising by House and Senate candidates
during the first 15 months of the 1997-98 elec-
tion cycle was up by 14 percent over the
same period in 1996, yet House Oversight cut
the FEC’s budget authorization from a re-
quested $36.5 million to $33.7 million.

It’s time for Congress to strengthen federal
campaign laws and the FEC, not sneakily
undermine them.

[From The New York Times, June 11, 1998]

PUNISHING COMPETENCE AT THE F.E.C.

At a time when Congress should be moving
aggressively to strengthen the Federal Elec-
tion Commission’s ability to enforce the na-
tion’s campaign finance laws, House Repub-
licans are racing headlong in the opposite di-
rection.

The F.E.C. remains hampered by an inad-
equate budget, and by a commission struc-
ture (three members from each party) that
tends toward gridlock. Now a move is afoot
to get rid of the agency’s evenhanded general
counsel, Lawrence Noble, in retaliation for
his attempts to enforce the law as written.
He is pressing the commission to use its ex-
isting powers to bar the huge ‘‘soft-money”’
contributions that have corrupted Federal
campaigns. He has pursued lawsuits against
groups like Gopac and the Christian Coali-
tion for alleged rules violations. The Repub-
lican leadership is not happy.
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Last month the House Oversight Commit-
tee approved a measure proposed by its
chairman, Bill Thomas of California, taking
aim at Mr. Noble without mentioning his
name. Currently, it takes a vote by four
members of the commission to appoint or re-
move a general counsel or staff director. Mr.
Thomas’s bill would require reappointment
to these posts every four years, beginning
next year, thereby setting the stage for a Re-
publican coup ousting Mr. Noble. The change
is nothing more than an attempt to install a
do-nothing enforcement staff. Given Attor-
ney General Janet Reno’s lax approach to
campaign law, a crippled F.E.C. would guar-
antee an open field for influence-peddlers
and influence-buyers.

A House Appropriations subcommittee is
expected to take up this mischievous meas-
ure today, with an eye toward adding it as a
rider to the Treasury appropriations bill. Re-
form-minded members from both parties
have a duty to oppose this vendetta. Presi-
dent Clinton, meanwhile, who could stand a
better image on soft money, needs to make
clear that he considers it veto bait.

Mr. Chairman, one of them called it a
vendetta by the Republican Party to
not fund, to fence the money they
have, and to change the whole proce-
dure of firing people at the FEC.

I really want to say that it is the
only body that is bipartisan, and, in
order to investigate, there must be a
majority of all of the commissioners
who vote to do so, so it takes the vote
of three Republicans and three Demo-
crats to do so. So when they voted to
investigate GOPAC, it was not the de-
cision of Democrats, it was a vote by
the Republicans and the Democrats on
that committee. So there has been
much rhetoric on this floor talking
about campaign finance reform and the
need to ban soft money and to regulate
independent expenditures.
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The FEC has come forward and made
these recommendations. They have rec-
ommended to ban soft money and to
regulate the independent expenditures,
which is the heart of the Shays-Meehan
bill that many of us support in this
body and are hopeful that we will pass
eventually.

But if one is serious about campaign
finance reform, then it is important
that we fund at a level that they can
do their job, the one body that is bipar-
tisan, that is actually empowered to
keep records and to investigate, not
just one party, but both parties. It is
an important body. There have been
problems with it.

The chairman mentioned the inves-
tigation that was stopped, but that was
a criminal investigation. They are not
supposed to do criminal investigations.
They are only supposed to do civil in-
vestigations.

So, again, | would refer to the items
I mentioned earlier that show their bi-
partisan decisions, how they are made
by Republicans and Democrats to in-
vestigate. There is in this bill, and
later on today | will move to strike it,
a whole effort, and talk about a tooth-
less tiger, to remove the teeth, to skin
it, and make it totally ineffective by
making the staff able to be fired by
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just one party. Now it has to be bipar-
tisan. That would mean that the staff
would never investigate anyone again
unless they were an independent or in
a primary, because they would prob-
ably be fired. They would totally
declaw the Federal Elections Commis-
sion.

So, Mr. Chairman, if we are serious
about campaign finance reform, then |
hope my colleagues will join us in this
bipartisan amendment.

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Chairman, | move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

| yield to the gentleman from Louisi-
ana (Mr. LIVINGSTON), chairman of the
full Committee on Appropriations.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, |
wanted to comment on the points that
the gentlewoman that preceded me
made. In fact, she said that the Com-
mission has been bipartisan. Well, | do
not totally share that view, but that
view is shared by one of the experi-
enced attorneys who used to do elec-
tion law, and in fact, probably still
practices election law. One is quoted in
the Washington Times on July 14, only
a couple of days ago, and his quote is
precisely my experience and that is
that the Commission tramples on legal
and constitutional rights in a biparti-
san fashion.

So if they are bipartisan, then they
are uniformly in error and in conflict
with the Constitution.

But going back to the editorial that
I mentioned in my earlier comments in
the Wall Street Journal of July 13, 1
would like to comment on what the
gentlewoman said about the fact that
the Commission is not supposed to
take criminal cases. Let me just read
these paragraphs, because | think they
are very, very important to under-
stand. The Commission does not treat
evidence of those criminal activities in
an appropriate fashion.

The editorial says, ‘“Judge Sporkin
has had other tangles with the FEC, in-
cluding the one in 1986 in which he
ruled that the GOP Commissioners had
acted contrary to law in closing down a
probe of a Republican committee. His
current decision goes to the heart of
the fears many have about giving the
FEC even more power to referee elec-
tions. Larry Noble, the FEC’s General
Counsel, has had great power to decide
which political players will be inves-
tigated and to push his view that polit-
ical speech should be regulated. Mr.
Noble has been General Counsel since
1987 and keeps his job indefinitely un-
less a majority of the six highly par-
tisan FEC Commissioners oust him.
That means Mr. Noble remains, but
since a majority of Commissioners sel-
dom approve his request for prosecu-
tion, a kind of permanent gridlock has
set in. That means many of the cases
the FEC brings are exercises in ‘trivial
pursuit.” At the same time, the agen-
cy’s lawyers actually argued,’”” and this
is the part that gets me, Mr. Chairman,
““the agency’s lawyers actually argued
before Judge Sporkin that the bribery
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allegations” referred to in this edi-
torial “‘involving the Commission trade
mission are ‘not under the Commis-
sion’s jurisdiction.” Judge Sporkin was
skeptical of that, but indicated that
even if that were true, the FEC should
have referred the case to the Justice
Department. They did not.”

Mr. Chairman, this is a toothless
tiger. It is a wasteful agency. It is an
agency that takes money from the tax-
payer and does not perform the real
service that it is intended to perform.

I know my friend, one of the sponsors
of the amendment, the gentleman from
Kansas (Mr. SNOWBARGER), feels very
strongly that we ought to give the en-
forcers the opportunity to enforce, but
I would simply analogize this to say-
ing, well, a policeman is an enforcer,
but if he is a bad policeman, we do not
give him more money to do a bad job.
These people are not doing the job they
should. We have already given them a
raise. That should be sufficient, and
this amendment should be defeated.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-

woman  from New York (Mrs.
MALONEY).
The question was taken; and the

Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr.
Chairman, | demand a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
resolution 498, further proceedings on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from New York will be post-
poned.

SEQUENTIAL VOTES POSTPONED IN COMMITTEE

OF THE WHOLE

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 498, proceedings will now
resume on those amendments on which
further proceedings were postponed in
the following order: the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from New York
(Mr. SCHUMER); and the amendment of-
fered by the gentlewoman from New
York (Mrs. MALONEY).

The Chair will reduce to 5 minutes
the time for any electronic vote after
the first vote in this series.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SCHUMER

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. SCHUMER),
on which further proceedings were
postponed and on which the noes pre-
vailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will designate the amend-
ment.

The Clerk designated the amend-
ment.
RECORDED VOTE
The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.
A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 122, noes 301,
not voting 11, as follows:

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baldacci
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Berman
Berry
Bilbray
Blumenauer
Bonior
Borski
Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Capps
Cardin
Carson
Clay
Clayton
Clyburn
Conyers
Coyne
Cummings
Davis (IL)
DeGette
Delahunt
DelLauro
Deutsch
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Engel
Eshoo
Evans

Farr
Fattah
Filner
Frank (MA)
Furse
Gejdenson

Aderholt
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baesler
Baker
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bentsen
Bereuter
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bliley
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (TX)
Brown (CA)
Bryant
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Clement
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Condit

[Roll No. 286]

AYES—122

Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hastings (FL)
Hinojosa
Hooley
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
Kennedy (MA)
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kucinich
LaFalce
Lantos
LaTourette
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manton
Markey
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McDermott
McGovern
McHale
McKinney
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Menendez
Millender-
McDonald
Miller (CA)
Mink
Moakley

NOES—301

Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Cox
Cramer
Crane
Crapo
Cubin
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeFazio
DelLay
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Ensign
Etheridge
Everett
Ewing
Fawell
Fazio
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Fowler
Fox
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
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Moran (VA)
Morella
Nadler
Neal
Olver
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Poshard
Price (NC)
Rangel
Reyes
Rodriguez
Rothman
Rush
Sabo
Schumer
Scott
Serrano
Sherman
Stabenow
Stark
Stokes
Tauscher
Thompson
Tierney
Torres
Towns
Velazquez
Vento
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Wexler
Weygand
Woolsey
Wynn

Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hansen
Harman
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hobson
Hoekstra
Holden
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (WI)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly

Kim

Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
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Klug Peterson (MN) Smith (NJ)
Knollenberg Peterson (PA) Smith (OR)
Kolbe Petri Smith (TX)
LaHood Pickett Smith, Adam
Lampson Pitts Smith, Linda
Largent Pombo Snowbarger
Latham Pomeroy Snyder
Lazio Porter Solomon
Leach Portman Souder
Lewis (CA) Pryce (OH) Spence
Lewis (KY) Quinn Spratt
Linder Radanovich Stearns
Livingston Rahall Stenholm
LoBiondo Ramstad Strickland
Lucas Redmond Stump
Manzullo Regula Stupak
Martinez Riggs Sununu
Mascara Riley Talent
McCollum Rivers Tanner
McCrery Roemer Tauzin
McHugh Rogan Taylor (MS)
Mclnnis Rogers Taylor (NC)
Mclntosh Rohrabacher Thomas
Mcintyre Ros-Lehtinen Thornberry
McKeon Roukema Thune
Metcalf Royce Thurman
Mica Ryun Tiahrt
Miller (FL) Salmon Traficant
Minge Sanchez Turner
Mollohan Sanders Upton
Moran (KS) Sandlin Visclosky
Murtha Sanford Walsh
Myrick Sawyer Wamp
Nethercutt Saxton Watkins
Neumann Scarborough Watts (OK)
Ney Schaefer, Dan Weldon (FL)
Northup Schaffer, Bob Weldon (PA)
Norwood Sensenbrenner Weller
Nussle Sessions White
Oberstar Shadegg Whitfield
Obey Shaw Wicker
Ortiz Shays Wilson
Oxley Shimkus Wise
Packard Shuster Wolf
Pappas Sisisky Yates
Parker Skaggs Young (AK)
Paul Skeen Young (FL)
Paxon Skelton
Pease Smith (MI)
NOT VOTING—11
Gonzalez Kennelly Pickering
Hefner McDade Roybal-Allard
Hill McNulty Slaughter
Kennedy (RI) Meeks (NY)
0O 1357
Messrs. BILIRAKIS, EWING, POR-
TER, HORN, and Ms. SANCHEZ

changed their vote from ‘‘aye’ to ‘‘no.”

Mr. DIXON and Mr. DAVIS of Illinois
changed their vote from ‘“‘no”’ to ‘“‘aye.”

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. PICKERING. Mr. Chairman, on rollcall
No. 286, | was inadvertently detained. Had |
been present, | would have voted “no”.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island. Mr. Chair-
man, during rollcall vote No. 286, | was un-
avoidably detained. Had | been present, |
would have voted “yea”.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 498, the Chair announces
that he will reduce to a minimum of 5
minutes the period of time within
which a vote by electronic device will
be taken.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MRS. MALONEY

The CHAIRMAN. The unfinished
business is a demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentlewoman from New York (Mrs.
MALONEY) on which further proceed-
ings were postponed and on which the
noes prevailed by voice vote.
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The

Clerk will
amendment.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

redesignate the

The Clerk redesignated the amend-

ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 214, noes 210,
not voting 10, as follows:

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baesler
Baldacci
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Bentsen
Berman
Berry
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Boehlert
Bonior
Borski
Boswell
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Camp
Campbell
Capps
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Condit
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Cummings
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans

Farr
Fattah
Fawell
Fazio
Filner
Ford
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frost
Furse
Ganske
Gejdenson

Aderholt
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker
Ballenger
Barr

[Roll No. 287]

AYES—214

Gephardt
Gilman
Gordon
Green
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hamilton
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Hefner
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Holden
Hooley
Horn
Hoyer
Hulshof
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
Johnson (WI)
Johnson, E. B.
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Kucinich
LaFalce
Lampson
Lantos
Lazio
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McDermott
McGovern
McHale
McHugh
Mclntyre
McKinney
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Millender-
McDonald
Miller (CA)
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moran (VA)

NOES—210

Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Bass
Bateman
Bereuter
Bilbray
Bliley

Morella
Murtha
Nadler
Neal

Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Pallone
Pappas
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Pomeroy
Porter
Poshard
Price (NC)
Ramstad
Rangel
Reyes
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rothman
Roukema
Rush
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sawyer
Schumer
Scott
Serrano
Shays
Sherman
Skaggs
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith, Adam
Snowbarger
Snyder
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stenholm
Stokes
Strickland
Stupak
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor (MS)
Thompson
Thurman
Tierney
Torres
Towns
Turner
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weller
Wexler
Weygand
Wise
Woolsey
Yates

Blunt
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Boucher
Brady (TX)
Bryant

Bunning Herger Pitts
Burr Hilleary Pombo
Burton Hobson Portman
Buyer Hoekstra Pryce (OH)
Callahan Hostettler Quinn
Calvert Houghton Radanovich
Canady Hunter Rahall
Cannon Hutchinson Redmond
Chabot Hyde Regula
Chambliss Inglis Riggs
Chenoweth Istook Riley
Christensen John Rogan
Coble Johnson (CT) Rogers
Coburn Johnson, Sam Rohrabacher
Collins Jones Ros-Lehtinen
Combest Kasich Royce
Cook Kelly Ryun
Cooksey Kim Salmon
Cox King (NY) Sandlin
Crane Kingston Sanford
Crapo Klink Saxton
Cubin Klug Scarborough
Cunningham Knollenberg Schaefer, Dan
Davis (VA) Kolbe Schaffer, Bob
Deal LaHood Sensenbrenner
DeFazio Largent Sessions
DeLay Latham Shadegg
Dickey LaTourette Shaw
Doolittle Lewis (CA) Shimkus
Dreier Lewis (KY) Shuster
Duncan Linder Skeen
Dunn Livingston Smith (NJ)
Ehlers Lucas Smith (OR)
Ehrlich Manton Smith (TX)
Emerson Manzullo Smith, Linda
English Martinez Solomon
Ensign McCollum Souder
Everett McCrery Spence
Ewing Mclnnis Stearns
Foley Mclintosh Stump
Forbes McKeon Sununu
Fossella Metcalf Talent
Fowler Mica Tauzin
Fox Miller (FL) Taylor (NC)
Frelinghuysen Moran (KS) Thomas
Gallegly Myrick Thornberry
Gekas Nethercutt Thune
Gibbons Neumann Tiahrt
Gilchrest Ney Traficant
Gillmor Northup Walsh
Goode Norwood Wamp
Goodlatte Nussle Watkins
Goodling Oberstar Watts (OK)
Goss Oxley Weldon (FL)
Graham Packard Weldon (PA)
Granger Parker White
Gutknecht Paul Whitfield
Hall (TX) Paxon Wicker
Hansen Pease Wilson
Hastert Peterson (PA) Wolf
Hastings (WA) Petri Wynn
Hayworth Pickering Young (AK)
Hefley Pickett Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—10
Barton Kennelly Sisisky
Gonzalez McDade Slaughter
Hill McNulty
Jenkins Roybal-Allard
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Messrs. FOLEY, MORAN of Kansas,
and FOX of Pennsylvania changed

their vote from “‘aye” to ‘‘no.”

Ms. McCKINNEY, and Messrs. KAN-

JORSKI, HOLDEN, DOYLE, MAS-
CARA, LEWIS of Georgia, MURTHA,
and MOLLOHAN changed their vote
from ““no”’ to ‘“‘aye.”
So the amendment was agreed to.
The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:

FEDERAL LABOR RELATIONS AUTHORITY
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses to carry out func-
tions of the Federal Labor Relations Author-
ity, pursuant to Reorganization Plan Num-
bered 2 of 1978, and the Civil Service Reform
Act of 1978, including services authorized by
5 U.S.C. 3109, including hire of experts and
consultants, hire of passenger motor vehi-
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cles, and rental of conference rooms in the
District of Columbia and elsewhere;
$22,586,000: Provided, That public members of
the Federal Service Impasses Panel may be
paid travel expenses and per diem in lieu of
subsistence as authorized by law (5 U.S.C.
5703) for persons employed intermittently in
the Government service, and compensation
as authorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109: Provided fur-
ther, That notwithstanding 31 U.S.C. 3302,
funds received from fees charged to non-Fed-
eral participants at labor-management rela-
tions conferences shall be credited to and
merged with this account, to be available
without further appropriation for the costs
of carrying out these conferences.

GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION
FEDERAL BUILDINGS FUND
LIMITATIONS ON AVAILABILITY OF REVENUE
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For additional expenses necessary to carry
out the purpose of the Federal Buildings
Fund established pursuant to section 210(f) of
the Federal Property and Administrative
Services Act of 1949 (40 U.S.C. 490(f)),
$482,100,000, to be deposited into the Fund.
The revenues and collections deposited into
the Fund shall be available for necessary ex-
penses of real property management and re-
lated activities not otherwise provided for,
including operation, maintenance, and pro-
tection of federally owned and leased build-
ings; rental of buildings in the District of Co-
lumbia; restoration of leased premises; mov-
ing governmental agencies (including space
adjustments and telecommunications reloca-
tion expenses) in connection with the assign-
ment, allocation, and transfer of space; con-
tractual services incident to cleaning or
servicing buildings, and moving; repair and
alteration of federally owned buildings, in-
cluding grounds, approaches, and appur-
tenances; care and safeguarding of sites;
maintenance, preservation, demolition, and
equipment; acquisition of buildings and sites
by purchase, condemnation, or as otherwise
authorized by law; acquisition of options to
purchase buildings and sites; conversion and
extension of federally owned buildings; pre-
liminary planning and design of projects by
contract or otherwise; construction of new
buildings (including equipment for such
buildings); and payment of principal, inter-
est, and any other obligations for public
buildings acquired by installment purchase
and purchase contract; in the aggregate
amount of $5,626,928,000, of which (1)
$527,100,000 shall remain available until ex-
pended for construction of additional
projects at locations and at maximum con-
struction improvement costs (including
funds for sites and expenses and associated
design and construction services) as follows:

New Construction:

Arkansas:

Little Rock, Courthouse, $3,436,000

California:

San Diego, Courthouse, $15,400,000

San Jose, Courthouse, $10,800,000

Colorado:

Denver, Rogers Federal Building—Court-
house Expansion, $78,173,000

District of Columbia:

Southeast Federal
ation, $5,000,000

Florida:

Jacksonville, Courthouse, $86,010,000

Orlando, Courthouse Annex, $1,930,000

Georgia:

Savannah, Courthouse Annex, $46,462,000

Massachusetts:

Springfield, Courthouse, $5,563,000

Michigan:

Sault Sainte
$572,000

Missouri:

Center Site Remedi-

Marie, Border Station,
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Cape Girardeau, Courthouse, $2,196,000

Mississippi:

Biloxi—Gulfport, Courthouse, $7,543,000

Montana:

Babb, Piegan Border Station, $6,165,000

New York:

Brooklyn, Courthouse, $152,626,000

New York, U.S. Mission to the United Na-
tions, $3,163,000

Oregon:

Eugene, Courthouse, $7,190,000

Tennessee:

Greenville, Courthouse, $26,517,000

Texas:

Laredo, Courthouse, $28,105,000

West Virginia:

Wheeling, Courthouse, $29,303,000

Nationwide:

Non-prospectus
$10,946,000:
Provided, That each of the immediately fore-
going limits of costs on new construction
projects may be exceeded to the extent that
savings are effected in other such projects,
but not to exceed 10 percent unless advance
approval is obtained from the House and
Senate Committees on Appropriations of a
greater amount: Provided further, That all
funds for direct construction projects shall
expire on September 30, 2000, and remain in
the Federal Buildings Fund except for funds
for projects as to which funds for design or
other funds have been obligated in whole or
in part prior to such date: Provided further,
That of the funds provided for non-prospec-
tus construction projects, $2,100,000 shall be
available until expended for acquisition,
lease, construction, and equipping of
flexiplace  telecommuting centers; (@3]
$655,031,000, of which $19,000,000 shall be
available for obligation on September 30,
1999, shall remain available until expended
for repairs and alterations, which includes
associated design and construction services,
for the following projects and activities:

Repairs and alterations:

California:

San Francisco, Appraisers Building

District of Columbia:

Federal Office Building, 10B

Interstate  Commerce Commission, Con-
necting Wing Complex, Customs Buildings,
Phase 3/3

Old Executive Office Building

State Department Building, Phase |

Colorado:

Lakewood, Denver Federal Center, Build-
ing 25

New York:

Brookhaven,
Service Center

New York, U.S. Courthouse,
Square

Pennsylvania:

Philadelphia, Byrne-Green, Federal Build-
ing-U.S. Courthouse

Virginia:

Reston, J.W. Powell Building

Nationwide:

Chlorofluorocarbons Program

Energy Program

Design Program

Basic Repairs and Alterations:
Provided further, That additional projects for
which prospectuses have been fully approved
may be funded under this category only if
advance approval is obtained from the Com-
mittees on Appropriations: Provided further,
That the amounts provided in this or any
prior Act for ‘““‘Repairs and Alterations’” may
be used to fund costs associated with imple-
menting security improvements to buildings:
Provided further, That the difference between
the funds appropriated and expended on any
projects in this or any prior Act, under the
heading ‘““Repairs and Alterations’”, may be
transferred to Basic Repairs and Alterations

construction projects,

Internal Revenue Service,

40 Foley
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or used to fund authorized increases in pro-
spectus projects: Provided further, That all
funds for repairs and alterations prospectus
projects shall expire on September 30, 2000,
and remain in the Federal Buildings Fund,
except funds for projects as to which funds
for design or other funds have been obligated
in whole or in part prior to such date: Pro-
vided further, That $5,700,000 of the funds pro-
vided under this heading in Public Law 103-
329 for the Holtsville, New York, IRS Service
Center shall remain available until Septem-
ber 30, 1999: Provided further, That the
amount provided in this or any prior Act for
Basic Repairs and Alterations may be used
to pay claims against the Government aris-
ing from any projects under the heading
“Repairs and Alterations’” or used to fund
authorized increases in prospectus projects;
(3) $215,764,000 for installment acquisition
payments including payments on purchase
contracts, which shall remain available until
expended; (4) $2,583,261,000 for rental of space,
which shall remain available until expended;
and (5) $1,554,772,000 for building operations,
of which $223,000,000 shall be available for ob-
ligation on September 30, 1999, which shall
remain available until expended: Provided
further, That funds available to the General
Services Administration shall not be avail-
able for expenses of any construction, repair,
alteration and acquisition project for which
a prospectus, if required by the Public Build-
ings Act of 1959 (40 U.S.C. 601 et seq.), has not
been approved, except that necessary funds
may be expended for each project for re-
quired expenses of the development of a pro-
posed prospectus: Provided further, That for
the purposes of this authorization, and here-
after, buildings constructed pursuant to the
purchase contract authority of the Public
Buildings Amendments of 1972 (40 U.S.C.
602a), buildings occupied pursuant to install-
ment purchase contracts, and buildings
under the control of another department or
agency where alterations of such buildings
are required in connection with the moving
of such other department or agency from
buildings then, or thereafter to be, under the
control of the General Services Administra-
tion shall be considered to be federally
owned buildings: Provided further, That funds
available in the Federal Buildings Fund may
be expended for emergency repairs when ad-
vance approval is obtained from the Commit-
tees on Appropriations: Provided further,
That amounts necessary to provide reim-
bursable special services to other agencies
under section 210(f)(6) of the Federal Prop-
erty and Administrative Services Act of 1949
(40 U.S.C. 490(f)(6)), and amounts to provide
such reimbursable fencing, lighting, guard
booths, and other facilities on private or
other property not in Government ownership
or control as may be appropriate to enable
the United States Secret Service to perform
its protective functions pursuant to 18 U.S.C.
3056, shall be available from such revenues
and collections: Provided further, That the re-
maining balances and associated assets and
liabilities of the Pennsylvania Avenue Ac-
tivities account are hereby transferred to
the Federal Buildings Fund to be effective
October 1, 1998, and all income earned after
that effective date that would otherwise
have been deposited to the Pennsylvania Av-
enue Activities account shall thereafter be
deposited to the Fund, to be available for the
purposes authorized by Public Laws 104-134
and 104-208, notwithstanding subsection
210(f)(2) of the Federal Property and Admin-
istrative Services Act of 1949 (40 U.S.C.
490(f)(2)): Provided further, That revenues and
collections and any other sums accruing to
the Federal Buildings Fund during fiscal
year 1999, excluding reimbursements under
section 210(f)(6) of the Federal Property and
Administrative Services Act of 1949 (40
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U.S.C. 490(f)(6)), in excess of $5,626,928,000
shall remain in the Fund and shall not be
available for expenditure except as author-
ized in appropriations Acts.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Chairman, I rise to
a point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state his point of order.

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Chairman, I make
a point of order against the portion of
the bill beginning on page 42, line 3 and
continuing through page 44, line 9 on
the basis that these are unauthorized,
and they are legislating on an appro-
priations bill.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would
appreciate if the gentleman from Okla-
homa would restate the point of order.

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Chairman, | make
a point of order against the portion of
the bill beginning on page 42, line 3,
and continuing through page 44, line 10
ending with the semicolon.

The CHAIRMAN. If the gentleman
would proceed with a statement of his
point of order.

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Chairman, this
point of order is raised on the basis
that these are unauthorized projects.
They have never been authorized.

Number two, they are legislating on
an appropriations bill.

I would further State that it is dif-
ficult for us to be building $600 million
worth of buildings when our children
owe $6 billion and that perhaps a better
use of this money might be in paying
the interest on the national debt.

The CHAIRMAN. Does any other
Member desire to be heard on the point
of order?

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, | would
concede the gentleman’s point of order
but would make the following observa-
tion.

I would concede it based on the rule
which we adopted that these projects
are at the same time unauthorized. |
would, however, note that in every case
we simply follow the priorities the Ju-
dicial Conference and so we are not
substituting our own judgment, but the
gentleman’s point of order would be
correct on this. | regret very much say-
ing that, that that would be the case.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from Maryland (Mr. HOYER) wish to be
heard on the point of order?

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, on the
point of order, this rule, which | op-
posed precisely because it did not, as it
does in most instances, protect provi-
sions that are absolutely essential, the
gentleman from Oklahoma makes the
point about our kids’ debts.

Very frankly, the chairman took all
of these as priorities from the Judicial
Conference and GSA. These are not po-
litical priorities. These are the judg-
ments of those around the country in
the justice system who know the facili-
ties that are needed to carry out jus-
tice in this country.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair wishes to
inform the Members that the debate
should center around the point of
order. The gentleman was straying be-
yond the point of order question.
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Mr. HOYER. | thank the Chair. The
Chair is correct. | was simply respond-
ing to the rhetoric of the point of order
that was made.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Oklahoma also proceeded beyond
that, but as it has proceeded, we have
decided to rein it in.

Mr. HOYER. | thank the Chair. The
gentleman from California is very fair.
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I would join the chairman of the
committee in lamenting the fact that
the gentleman from Oklahoma is tech-
nically correct, notwithstanding the
fact | think he is substantively wrong.

The CHAIRMAN. The point of order,
as stated by the gentleman from Okla-
homa, is conceded and sustained, and
that portion of the bill will be stricken
from the RECORD.

The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

POLICY AND OPERATIONS

For expenses authorized by law, not other-
wise provided for, for Government-wide pol-
icy and oversight activities associated with
asset management activities; utilization and
donation of surplus personal property; trans-
portation; procurement and supply; Govern-
ment-wide and internal responsibilities re-
lating to automated data management, tele-
communications, information resources
management, and related technology activi-
ties; utilization survey, deed compliance in-
spection, appraisal, environmental and cul-
tural analysis, and land use planning func-
tions pertaining to excess and surplus real
property; agency-wide policy direction;
Board of Contract Appeals; accounting,
records management, and other support serv-
ices incident to adjudication of Indian Tribal
Claims by the United States Court of Federal
Claims; services as authorized by 5 U.S.C.
3109; and not to exceed $5,000 for official re-
ception and representation expenses;
$108,494,000.

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL

For necessary expenses of the Office of In-
spector General and services authorized by 5
U.S.C. 3109, $32,000,000: Provided, That not to
exceed $10,000 shall be available for payment
for information and detection of fraud
against the Government, including payment
for recovery of stolen Government property:
Provided further, That not to exceed $2,500
shall be available for awards to employees of
other Federal agencies and private citizens
in recognition of efforts and initiatives re-
sulting in enhanced Office of Inspector Gen-
eral effectiveness.

ALLOWANCES AND OFFICE STAFF FOR FORMER

PRESIDENTS
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For carrying out the provisions of the Act
of August 25, 1958, as amended (3 U.S.C. 102
note), and Public Law 95-138, $2,241,000: Pro-
vided, That the Administrator of General
Services shall transfer to the Secretary of
the Treasury such sums as may be necessary
to carry out the provisions of such Acts.

GENERAL PROVISIONS—GENERAL SERVICES

ADMINISTRATION

SEC. 401. The appropriate appropriation or
fund available to the General Services Ad-
ministration shall be credited with the cost
of operation, protection, maintenance, up-
keep, repair, and improvement, included as
part of rentals received from Government
corporations pursuant to law (40 U.S.C. 129).

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, | make the
point of order this is in violation of
clause 2, rule XXI of the House, be-
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cause it proposes to change existing
law and constitutes legislation on an
appropriation bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Has the gentleman
stated exactly what section?

Mr. OBEY. It is section 401.

The CHAIRMAN. Does any other
Member desire to be heard on the point
of order?

If not, according to the precedent of
June 18, 1991, the point of order is sus-
tained. Section 401 will be stricken
from the bill.

The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

SEC. 402. Funds available to the General
Services Administration shall be available
for the hire of passenger motor vehicles.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, | again
make a point of order against section
402 because it proposes to change exist-
ing law and again constitutes legisla-
tion on an appropriation bill in viola-
tion of House rules.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any other
Members wishing to be heard on the
point of order?

If not, for the reason just stated, ac-
cording to the precedent of June 18,
1991, the point of order is sustained and
that section will be stricken from the
bill.

The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

SEC. 403. Funds in the Federal Buildings
Fund made available for fiscal year 1999 for
Federal Buildings Fund activities may be
transferred between such activities only to
the extent necessary to meet program re-
quirements: Provided, That any proposed
transfers shall be approved in advance by the
Committees on Appropriations.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, | again
make a point of order against section
403 for the same reason as the previous
two sections.

The CHAIRMAN. For the same stated
reasons, the point of order is sustained
and that section, 403, will be stricken
from the bill.

The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

SEC. 404. No funds made available by this
Act shall be used to transmit a fiscal year
2000 request for United States Courthouse
construction that (1) does not meet the de-
sign guide standards for construction as es-
tablished and approved by the General Serv-
ices Administration, the Judicial Conference
of the United States, and the Office of Man-
agement and Budget; and (2) does not reflect
the priorities of the Judicial Conference of
the United States as set out in its approved
5-year construction plan: Provided, That the
fiscal year 2000 request shall be accompanied
by a standardized courtroom utilization
study of each facility to be constructed, re-
placed, or expanded.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, | again
make a point of order against this sec-
tion for the same reason.

The CHAIRMAN. Any other Member
wishing to be heard on the point of
order against section 404 of the bill?

The Chair finds that section 404 is ex-
plicitly legislation in an appropriation
bill and is, therefore, stricken from the
bill.

The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:
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SEC. 405. None of the funds provided in this
Act may be used to increase the amount of
occupiable square feet, provide cleaning
services, security enhancements, or any
other service usually provided through the
Federal Buildings Fund, to any agency which
does not pay the rate per square foot assess-
ment for space and services as determined by
the General Services Administration in com-
pliance with the Public Buildings Amend-
ments Act of 1972 (Public Law 92-313).

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, again, on
section 405, | make a point of order
against this provision because it also
constitutes legislation on an appropria-
tion bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Any other Members
wishing to be heard on the point of
order raised by the gentleman from
Wisconsin?

If not, the Chair is prepared to rule.
The Chair finds that section 405 con-
tains legislative language. The point of
order is sustained. The section is
stricken.

The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

SEC. 406. Funds provided to other Govern-
ment agencies by the Information Tech-
nology Fund, General Services Administra-
tion, under 40 U.S.C. 757 and sections 5124(b)
and 5128 of Public Law 104-106, Information
Technology Management Reform Act of 1996,
for performance of pilot information tech-
nology projects which have potential for
Government-wide benefits and savings, may
be repaid to this Fund from any savings ac-
tually incurred by these projects or other
funding, to the extent feasible.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, again, the
same point of order on section 406 for
the same reason.

The CHAIRMAN. Any other Member
desiring to be heard on the point of
order?

Section 406 constitutes legislation.
The point of order is sustained. The
section is stricken.

The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

SEC. 407. From funds made available under
the heading ‘“‘Federal Buildings Fund Limi-
tations on Availability of Revenue”, claims
against the Government of less than $250,000
arising from direct construction projects and
acquisition of buildings may be liquidated
from savings effected in other construction
projects with prior notification to the Com-
mittees on Appropriations.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, again,
point of order. | make the point of
order against section 407 for the same
reason. It violates the same clause of
the same rule.

The CHAIRMAN. Any other Member
wishing to be heard?

If not, for the same reason, the point
of order is sustained.

The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

SEC. 408. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, the requirement under section
407 of Public Law 104-208 (110 Stat. 3009-337-
38), that the Administrator of General Serv-
ices charge user fees for flexiplace tele-
commuting centers that approximate com-
mercial charges for comparable space and
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services but in no instance less than the
amount necessary to pay the cost of estab-
lishing and operating such centers, shall not
apply to the user fees charged for the period
beginning October 1, 1996, and ending Sep-
tember 30, 1998, for the telecommuting cen-
ters established as part of a pilot tele-
commuting demonstration program in the

Washington, D.C. metropolitan area by Pub-

lic Laws 102-393, 103-123, 103-329, 104-52, and

104-298: Provided, That for these centers in

the pilot demonstration program for the pe-

riod beginning October 1, 1998, and ending

September 30, 2000, the Administrator shall

charge fees for Federal agency use of a tele-

center based on 50 percent of the Administra-
tor’s annual costs of operating the center,
including the reasonable cost of replacement
for furniture, fixtures, and equipment: Pro-
vided further, That effective October 1, 2000,
the Administrator shall charge fees for Fed-
eral agency use of the demonstration tele-
commuting centers based on 100 percent of
the annual operating costs, including the
reasonable cost of replacement for furniture,
fixtures, and equipment: Provided further,

That, to the extent such user charges do not

cover the Administrator’s costs in operating

these centers, appropriations to the General

Service Administration are authorized to re-

imburse the Federal Buildings Fund for any

loss of revenue.

LAND CONVEYANCE, UNITED STATES NAVAL OB-
SERVATORY/ALTERNATE TIME SERVICE LAB-
ORATORY
SEC. 409. (a) AUTHORITY To CONVEY.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not withstanding any
other provision of law, the Administrator of
General Services shall convey to the Univer-
sity of Miami, by negotiated sale and by not
later than September 30, 1999, all right, title,
and interest of the United States in and to
the property described in paragraph (2).

(2) PROPERTY DESCRIBED.—The property re-
ferred to in paragraph (1) is real property in
Miami-Dade County, Florida, including im-
provements thereon, comprising the Federal
facility known as the United States Naval
Observatory/Alternate Time Service Labora-
tory, consisting of approximately 76 acres.
The exact acreage and legal description of
the property shall be determined by a survey
that is satisfactory to the Administrator.

(b) ConDITION REGARDING USE.—Any con-
veyance under subsection (a) shall be subject
to the condition that during the 10-year pe-
riod beginning on the date of the convey-
ance, the University shall use the property,
or provide for use of the property, only for—

(1) a research, education, and training fa-
cility complementary to longstanding na-
tional research missions, subject to such in-
cidental exceptions as may be approved by
the Administrator;

(2) research-related purposes other than
the use specified in paragraph (1), under an
agreement entered into by the Adminis-
trator and the University; or

(3) a combination of uses described in para-
graph (1) and paragraph (2), respectively.

(c) ADDITIONAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—
The Administrator may require such addi-
tional terms and conditions with respect to
the conveyance under subsection (a) as the
Administrator considers appropriate to pro-
tect the interests of the United States.

(d) ReVERSION.—If the Administrator de-
termines at any time that the property con-
veyed under subsection (a) is not being used
in accordance with this section, all right,
title, and interest in and to the property, in-
cluding any improvements thereon, shall re-
vert to the United States, and the United
States shall have the right of immediate
entry thereon.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise to

make a point of order on section 409 of
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the bill because it violates clause 2 of
rule XXI and constitutes legislation on
an appropriation bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any Mem-
bers wishing to be heard on the point of
order?

If not, section 409 expressly super-
sedes existing law with explicitly pre-
scriptive language. As such, it con-
stitutes legislation in violation of
clause 2 of rule XXI. The point of order
is sustained and that section of the bill
is stricken.

The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

SEC. 410. (a) LAND CONVEYANCE, ARMY RE-
SERVE PROPERTY, RACINE, WISCONSIN.—The
Administrator of General Services shall con-
vey, by negotiated sale, to the city of
Racine, Wisconsin (in this section referred to
as the ““City”’), all right, title, and interest
of the United States in and to the vacant
Army Reserve property (including improve-
ments thereon) located at the intersection of
24th and Center Streets in Racine, Wiscon-
sin, for the purpose of permitting the City to
use the property as the site of water and
wastewater utilities.

(b) DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY.—The exact
acreage and legal description of the real
property to be conveyed under subsection (a)
shall be determined by a survey satisfactory
to the Administrator. The cost of any such
survey shall be borne by the City.

(c) ADDITIONAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—
The Administrator may require such addi-
tional terms and conditions in connection
with the conveyance under subsection (a) as
the Administrator considers appropriate to
protect the interests of the United States.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I make a
point of order against section 410 be-
cause it proposes to change existing
law, constitutes legislation on an ap-
propriation bill, and violates clause 2
of rule XXI.

The CHAIRMAN. Section 410 does, in
fact, as the gentleman has stated, con-
stitute legislation in an appropriation
bill. The point of order is sustained and
that section will be stricken from the
bill.

The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

SEC. 411. The Administrator of General
Services is directed to reincorporate the ele-
ments of the original proposed design for the
facade of the United States Courthouse, Lon-
don, Kentucky project into the revised de-
sign of the building in order to ensure com-
patibility of this new facility with the his-
toric U.S. Courthouse in London, Kentucky
to maintain the stateliness of the building.
Construction or design of the London, Ken-
tucky project should not be diminished in
anyway to achieve this goal.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, | again
make a point of order against section
411 for the same reasons as | did for the
previous section.

The CHAIRMAN. And for the same
reasons the Chair ruled in the previous
section, the gentleman is correct and
the point of order is sustained and the
section 411 will be stricken from the
bill.

The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

ENVIRONMENTAL DISPUTE RESOLUTION FUND

For payment to the Environmental Dis-
pute Resolution Fund to carry out activities
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authorized in the Environmental Policy and
Conflict Resolution Act of 1997, $4,250,000, to
remain available until expended, of which
$3,000,000 will be for capitalization of the
Fund, and $1,250,000 will be for annual oper-
ating expenses.

MERIT SYSTEMS PROTECTION BOARD
SALARIES AND EXPENSES
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses to carry out func-
tions of the Merit Systems Protection Board
pursuant to Reorganization Plan Numbered 2
of 1978 and the Civil Service Reform Act of
1978, including services as authorized by 5
U.S.C. 3109, rental of conference rooms in the
District of Columbia and elsewhere, hire of
passenger motor vehicles, and direct pro-
curement of survey printing, $25,805,000, to-
gether with not to exceed $2,430,000 for ad-
ministrative expenses to adjudicate retire-
ment appeals to be transferred from the Civil
Service Retirement and Disability Fund in
amounts determined by the Merit Systems
Protection Board.

NATIONAL ARCHIVES AND RECORDS
ADMINISTRATION
OPERATING EXPENSES

For necessary expenses in connection with
the administration of the National Archives
(including the Information Security Over-
sight Office) and records and related activi-
ties, as provided by law, and for expenses
necessary for the review and declassification
of documents, and for the hire of passenger
motor vehicles, $216,753,000: Provided, That
the Archivist of the United States is author-
ized to use any excess funds available, from
the amount borrowed for construction of the
National Archives facility, for expenses nec-
essary to provide adequate storage for hold-
ings.

AMENDMENT NO. 13 OFFERED BY MR. SANDERS

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, | offer
amendment No. 13, printed in the July
14, 1998 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 13 offered by Mr. SANDERS:

Page 58, line 1, after the dollar amount, in-
sert the following: ‘‘(reduced by $2,000,000)
(increased by $2,000,000)".

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, the
purpose of my amendment is to ear-
mark $2 million of the funds appro-
priated to the National Archives and
Records Administration for fiscal year
1999 for the National Personnel Records
Center. The funds will enable the
records center to modernize its records
management system, allowing it to re-
spond to 90 percent of all veterans’
records inquiries received from the
Veterans Administration within 10
days or less.

This amendment has the endorse-
ment of all of the major national veter-
ans organizations in the United States
who recognize the severity of this prob-
lem. And the groups that are support-
ing the Sanders amendment include
the Veterans of Foreign Wars, the
American Legion, the Disabled Amer-
ican Veterans, the Vietnam Veterans
of America, AMVETS, the Reserve Of-
ficer’'s Association of the United
States, and the National Officer’s Asso-
ciation.

Mr. Chairman, through my work with
veterans in the State of Vermont, |
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have learned that there are frequently
very long delays in simply obtaining a
veteran’s personnel records, which are
essential for the Department of Veter-
ans Affairs to offer effective medical
assistance or provide benefits. In Ver-
mont, a request for medical records or
any detailed request generally takes 4
to 6 months to complete.

And this is not just a Vermont prob-
lem, it is a national problem. A veteran
comes in and wants his medical
records, in order to get health treat-
ment, and he waits 2, 3, 4, 6 months. A
veteran comes in to get his medical
records, in order to get the benefits
that he or she is entitled to, and waits
2, 4, 6 months. This is not the way that
we should be treating America’s veter-
ans.

Mr. Chairman, America has a com-
mitment to provide our veterans with
adequate health care. Reliable access
to veterans’ personnel records is essen-
tial to meeting this commitment. Dur-
ing the wait of 4 to 6 months, in some
cases up to a year, little or nothing can
be done to assist the veteran, as the
personnel records, which are the very
basis for any medical or administrative
decision, cannot be assessed. A similar
situation exists for benefits, as it is im-
possible for the veteran to make his or
her request without this information.

My staff has made calls to many of
my colleagues’ offices and we have
tried to find out if this problem is ex-
isting all over this country, and we
find that it is. Let me very briefly read
from some of the comments made by
the service organizations.

The Retired Officer’s Association
states, and | quote, ““Our association
frequently assists uniformed services
retirees and survivors with disability
and other entitlement issues requiring
documentation available only at the
records center. Sadly, needed com-
pensation is often delayed for months
because of the center’s antiquated and
overwhelmed records management sys-
tems. Particularly for survivors and
older veterans, unfamiliar with specific
personnel documents issued many
years ago, this is far too often an ex-
tremely frustrating exercise that re-
flects very poorly on the government.”

That is from the Retired Officer’s As-
sociation. Let me read to my col-
leagues from the Reserve Officer’'s As-
sociation of the United States.

“We here at the ROA are keenly
aware of the difficulties veterans fre-
quently encounter when attempting to
obtain copies of documents and their
official military records in order to es-
tablish their entitlement to veterans
benefits. Anything that can be done to
expedite the processing time involving
these requests will be deeply appre-
ciated by the veterans and their fami-
lies. The sheer magnitude of the
NPRC’s operations in St. Louis must
be seen to be comprehended.”’

Let me read from the Military Order
of the Purple Heart. “The majority of
veterans seeking assistance from the
VA has to endure long waiting times
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for the VA to locate their records, then
they have to tolerate further delays if
they require additional documentation
from the NPRC. In many instances,
time is a critical factor, particularly
for our older veterans.”

Let me read from the National Offi-
cer’s Association. “We are fully sup-
portive of this effort and, in consider-
ation of the aggravation and additional
cost incurred by the Department of
Veterans Affairs in addressing prob-
lems arising because of the delayed ac-
tions in support of veterans’ claims,
are of the opinion that the modest out-
lay of $6 million’, and, actually, we are
only asking for $2 million now for the
first year, ““‘would be very helpful.”

Veterans of Foreign Wars: Sympa-
thetic to the Sanders amendment. The
American Legion: Sympathetic. The
Disabled American Veterans: Sympa-
thetic. In other words, the veterans or-
ganizations know that it is an outrage
that when a veteran asks for help and
medical records he or she is delayed 4
to 6 months. | ask for support of this
important amendment.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
support of the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, if one was inclined to
be opposed to this amendment after the
impassioned plea of the gentleman
from Vermont (Mr. SANDERS), it would
be very hard to oppose him.

Mr. Chairman, let me just state for
the record that our committee, our
subcommittee, has recognized the prob-
lem. We have been talking with and
working with the Archives. This has
been, for a long time, an ongoing prob-
lem we have had with the National
Personnel Records Center, going back
more than 25, almost 30, years, since
the great fire took place there and de-
stroyed so many records.

0 1430

The Archives is very much commit-
ted to changing the way it does its
work at the Personnel Records Center,
and the key part of that change is
going to be the infusion of information
technology in the receipt, control, and
response to the 1.75 million requests for
information it receives on an annual
basis. That is going to take place over
the next 5 years at a cost of about $6
million. The goal is to be able to have
retrieval of information, case retrieval
time, in less than 10 days for every in-
dividual.

Mr. Chairman, I am not sure that
this amendment is required for this
coming fiscal year, but | would like to
accept the amendment and work with
the author and with the ranking mem-
ber of the minority side and others to
try to achieve in conference what we
all agree is the goal that we want to
achieve.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, | move to
strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, the chairman and I
have discussed this. 1 am pleased that
the chairman is going to accept this
amendment.

I want to congratulate the gentleman
from Vermont (Mr. SANDERS) who has
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talked to both the chairman and my-
self, worked very closely with us. This
obviously is a problem. We need to en-
sure that the records of veterans which
are critical for health care purposes,
retirement purposes, all sorts of other
purposes, are in fact retrieved in a
timely fashion. That is not now hap-
pening.

The good news is not only that the
gentleman from Vermont (Mr. SAND-
ERS) has brought this to our attention,
obviously communicated with the vet-
erans’ organizations throughout this
country and energized them and fo-
cused them on how we can solve this
problem, but also that Governor Car-
lin, who is the administrator, rel-
atively new, recognizes that the gen-
tleman from Vermont (Mr. SANDERS) is
absolutely correct. This is a problem
that needs to be solved, and they are
initiating and pursuing that objective.

So | want to congratulate the gen-
tleman from Vermont (Mr. SANDERS)
for this initiative. It is a positive one,
and | am pleased to join the chairman
in supporting it.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr.
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOYER. | yield to the gentleman
from Vermont.

Mr. SANDERS. | want to thank the
gentleman from Arizona (Mr. KOLBE)
and the gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
HoYer) for their support for this
amendment. We have worked together,
and | know they are cognizant of the
problems.

The sad fact is that this problem has
existed for many, many, many years.
The reason that | want the $2 million
appropriated right now is that | want
to see action take place immediately.
As a member of the Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform, we will be watching
how well they proceed in getting these
records updated and automated and
computerized.

So | look forward to working with
both gentlemen so that our veterans
get a fair shake and we end this bu-
reaucratic nightmare.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, | know
the gentleman from Vermont (Mr.
SANDERS) will be pursuing this. The
gentleman is one of the most tenacious
and energetic Members of the House,
and | know he will be following this
very closely to ensure that this objec-
tive is accomplished.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, | do not plan on tak-
ing 5 minutes. But maybe | can appeal
to my colleague. The cause and effect
of veterans, not only their records, but
the real problem is with their medical
care in the first place. | think the gen-
tleman agrees with that. It is a cause
and effect. He may not agree with
trickle-down economics, but he think
he believes in trickle-down problems
that come down to the lowest level.

I would ask the gentleman that we
have had the Moran and Watts bill help
with FEHBP. That is just a Band-Aid

Chairman, will
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right now as it is. The Tricare system
is a Band-Aid. Subvention is a Band-
Aid. And the veterans are looking for
the same benefits that the employees
have that if a secretary works over in
the Pentagon, when she goes under
Medicare, she has got a follow-on pro-
gram called BEHBP. A military person
does not. A veteran does not. And that
is wrong.

My bill solved that, and it got rid of
all the Band-Aids, but they could not
find the funds for it. | think in the fu-
ture we have need to look at that.

The records are a problem not only
with veterans but active duty military,
and we are working on that. But I
would appeal to my friends, we have
less than 24 percent retention in our
military today. Most of those people
are going to get out and be veterans
that are getting out of the service
right now.

The OPTEMPO is 300 percent above
what it was in Vietnam in Cold War.
And our families in the military, peo-
ple are saying, hey, | cannot handle
this with my family and have it, too. If
we want to solve both and live under
the caps in defense budget and this
budget, then we have got to reduce the
OPTEMPO of our overseas commit-
ment and we have got to bring our peo-
ple home. And then we can have the
dollars, instead of Haiti and Somalia
and Bosnia and all the others, we will
have some more dollars to do what we
really need not only for our active duty
but for our veterans.

| thank the gentleman for his amend-
ment. | think it is very thoughtful, and
I support it.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Vermont (Mr. SANDERS).

The amendment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

REPAIRS AND RESTORATION

For the repair, alteration, and improve-
ment of archives facilities and Presidential
Libraries, and to provide adequate storage
for holdings, $10,450,000, to remain available
until expended, of which $2,000,000 is for an
architectural and engineering study for the
renovation of the Archives | facility and of
which $4,000,000 is for encasement of the
Charters of Freedom.

NATIONAL HISTORICAL PUBLICATIONS AND
RECORDS COMMISSION

GRANTS PROGRAM

For necessary expenses for allocations and
grants for historical publications and records
as authorized by 44 U.S.C. 2504, $6,000,000, to
remain available until expended.

OFFICE OF GOVERNMENT ETHICS
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses to carry out func-
tions of the Office of Government Ethics pur-
suant to the Ethics in Government Act of
1978, and the Ethics Reform Act of 1989, in-
cluding services as authorized by 5 U.S.C.
3109, rental of conference rooms in the Dis-
trict of Columbia and elsewhere, hire of pas-
senger motor vehicles, and not to exceed
$1,500 for official reception and representa-
tion expenses; $8,492,000.
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OFFICE OF PERSONNEL MANAGEMENT
SALARIES AND EXPENSES
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF TRUST FUNDS)

For necessary expenses to carry out func-
tions of the Office of Personnel Management
pursuant to Reorganization Plan Numbered 2
of 1978 and the Civil Service Reform Act of
1978, including services as authorized by 5
U.S.C. 3109; medical examinations performed
for veterans by private physicians on a fee
basis; rental of conference rooms in the Dis-
trict of Columbia and elsewhere; hire of pas-
senger motor vehicles; not to exceed $2,500
for official reception and representation ex-
penses; advances for reimbursements to ap-
plicable funds of the Office of Personnel
Management and the Federal Bureau of In-
vestigation for expenses incurred under Ex-
ecutive Order No. 10422 of January 9, 1953, as
amended; and payment of per diem and/or
subsistence allowances to employees where
Voting Rights Act activities require an em-
ployee to remain overnight at his or her post
of duty; $85,350,000; and in addition $91,236,000
for administrative expenses, to be trans-
ferred from the appropriate trust funds of
the Office of Personnel Management without
regard to other statutes, including direct
procurement of printed materials, for the re-
tirement and insurance programs: Provided,
That the provisions of this appropriation
shall not affect the authority to use applica-
ble trust funds as provided by section
8348(a)(1)(B) of title 5, United States Code:
Provided further, That, except as may be con-
sistent with 5 U.S.C. 8902a(f)(1) and (i), no
payment may be made from the Employees
Health Benefits Fund to any physician, hos-
pital, or other provider of health care serv-
ices or supplies who is, at the time such serv-
ices or supplies are provided to an individual
covered under chapter 89 of title 5, United
States Code, excluded, pursuant to section
1128 or 1128A of the Social Security Act (42
U.S.C. 1320a-7 through 1320a-7a), from par-
ticipation in any program under title XVIII
of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1395 et
seq.): Provided further, That no part of this
appropriation shall be available for salaries
and expenses of the Legal Examining Unit of
the Office of Personnel Management estab-
lished pursuant to Executive Order No. 9358
of July 1, 1943, or any successor unit of like
purpose: Provided further, That the Presi-
dent’s Commission on White House Fellows,
established by Executive Order No. 11183 of
October 3, 1964, may, during fiscal year 1999,
accept donations of money, property, and
personal services in connection with the de-
velopment of a publicity brochure to provide
information about the White House Fellows,
except that no such donations shall be ac-
cepted for travel or reimbursement of travel
expenses, or for the salaries of employees of
such Commission.

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL
SALARIES AND EXPENSES
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF TRUST FUNDS)

For necessary expenses of the Office of In-
spector General in carrying out the provi-
sions of the Inspector General Act, as
amended, including services as authorized by
5 U.S.C. 3109, hire of passenger motor vehi-
cles, $960,000; and in addition, not to exceed
$9,145,000 for administrative expenses to
audit the Office of Personnel Management’s
retirement and insurance programs, to be
transferred from the appropriate trust funds
of the Office of Personnel Management, as
determined by the Inspector General: Pro-
vided, That the Inspector General is author-
ized to rent conference rooms in the District
of Columbia and elsewhere.

GOVERNMENT PAYMENT FOR ANNUITANTS,
EMPLOYEES HEALTH BENEFITS

For payment of Government contributions

with respect to retired employees, as author-
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ized by chapter 89 of title 5, United States
Code, and the Retired Federal Employees
Health Benefits Act (74 Stat. 849), as amend-
ed, such sums as may be necessary.

GOVERNMENT PAYMENT FOR ANNUITANTS,
EMPLOYEE LIFE INSURANCE

For payment of Government contributions
with respect to employees retiring after De-
cember 31, 1989, as required by chapter 87 of
title 5, United States Code, such sums as
may be necessary.

PAYMENT TO CIVIL SERVICE RETIREMENT AND
DISABILITY FUND

For financing the unfunded liability of new
and increased annuity benefits becoming ef-
fective on or after October 20, 1969, as au-
thorized by 5 U.S.C. 8348, and annuities under
special Acts to be credited to the Civil Serv-
ice Retirement and Disability Fund, such
sums as may be necessary: Provided, That an-
nuities authorized by the Act of May 29, 1944,
as amended, and the Act of August 19, 1950,
as amended (33 U.S.C. 771-775), may hereafter
be paid out of the Civil Service Retirement
and Disability Fund.

OFFICE OF SPECIAL COUNSEL
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses to carry out func-
tions of the Office of Special Counsel pursu-
ant to Reorganization Plan Numbered 2 of
1978, the Civil Service Reform Act of 1978
(Public Law 95-454), the Whistleblower Pro-
tection Act of 1989 (Public Law 101-12), Pub-
lic Law 103-424, and the Uniformed Services
Employment and Reemployment Act of 1994
(Public Law 103-353), including services as
authorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109, payment of fees
and expenses for witnesses, rental of con-
ference rooms in the District of Columbia
and elsewhere, and hire of passenger motor
vehicles, $8,720,000.

UNITED STATES TAX COURT
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses, including contract
reporting and other services as authorized by
5 U.S.C. 3109, $34,490,000: Provided, That trav-
el expenses of the judges shall be paid upon
the written certificate of the judge.

This title may be cited as the ‘“‘Independ-
ent Agencies Appropriations Act, 1999”".

TITLE V—GENERAL PROVISIONS
THIS ACT

SEC. 501. No part of any appropriation con-
tained in this Act shall remain available for
obligation beyond the current fiscal year un-
less expressly so provided herein.

SEC. 502. The expenditure of any appropria-
tion under this Act for any consulting serv-
ice through procurement contract, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 3109, shall be limited to those
contracts where such expenditures are a
matter of public record and available for
public inspection, except where otherwise
provided under existing law, or under exist-
ing Executive order issued pursuant to exist-
ing law.

SEcC. 503. None of the funds made available
by this Act shall be available for any activ-
ity or for paying the salary of any Govern-
ment employee where funding an activity or
paying a salary to a Government employee
would result in a decision, determination,
rule, regulation, or policy that would pro-
hibit the enforcement of section 307 of the
Tariff Act of 1930.

SEC. 504. None of the funds made available
by this Act shall be available in fiscal year
1999 for the purpose of transferring control
over the Federal Law Enforcement Training
Center located at Glynco, Georgia, and
Artesia, New Mexico, out of the Department
of the Treasury.

SEC. 505. No part of any appropriation con-
tained in this Act shall be available to pay



July 16, 1998

the salary for any person filling a position,
other than a temporary position, formerly
held by an employee who has left to enter
the Armed Forces of the United States and
has satisfactorily completed his period of ac-
tive military or naval service, and has, with-
in 90 days after his release from such service
or from hospitalization continuing after dis-
charge for a period of not more than 1 year,
made application for restoration to his
former position and has been certified by the
Office of Personnel Management as still
qualified to perform the duties of his former
position and has not been restored thereto.
POINT OF ORDER

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, | rise to
make a point of order against section
505 because it proposes to change exist-
ing law, constitutes legislation in an
appropriation bill, and violates clause 2
of rule XXI.

The CHAIRMAN. Do any other Mem-
bers wish to be heard on the point of
order raised by the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY)?

If not, the Chair is prepared to rule.

As was stated earlier, under the
precedent established June 18 of 1991,
this section constitutes legislation in
an appropriation bill; and section 505,
therefore, will be stricken from the
bill.

The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

SEC. 506. No funds appropriated pursuant to
this Act may be expended by an entity un-
less the entity agrees that in expending the
assistance the entity will comply with sec-
tions 2 through 4 of the Buy American Act
(41 U.S.C. 10a-10c).

SEC. 507. (a) PURCHASE OF AMERICAN-MADE
EQUIPMENT AND PRODUCTS.—In the case of
any equipment or products that may be au-
thorized to be purchased with financial as-
sistance provided under this Act, it is the
sense of the Congress that entities receiving
such assistance should, in expending the as-
sistance, purchase only American-made
equipment and products.

(b) NOTICE TO RECIPIENTS OF ASSISTANCE.—
In providing financial assistance under this
Act, the Secretary of the Treasury shall pro-
vide to each recipient of the assistance a no-
tice describing the statement made in sub-
section (a) by the Congress.

SEC. 508. If it has been finally determined
by a court or Federal agency that any person
intentionally affixed a label bearing a ‘“Made
in America” inscription, or any inscription
with the same meaning, to any product sold
in or shipped to the United States that is not
made in the United States, such person shall
be ineligible to receive any contract or sub-
contract made with funds provided pursuant
to this Act, pursuant to the debarment, sus-
pension, and ineligibility procedures de-
scribed in sections 9.400 through 9.409 of title
48, Code of Federal Regulations.

SEC. 509. Except as otherwise specifically
provided by law, not to exceed 50 percent of
unobligated balances remaining available at
the end of fiscal year 1999 from appropria-
tions made available for salaries and ex-
penses for fiscal year 1999 in this Act, shall
remain available through September 30, 2000,
for each such account, and may be trans-
ferred to any other Department account, for
the purposes authorized: Provided, That a re-
quest shall be submitted to the Committees
on Appropriations for approval prior to the
expenditure of such funds: Provided further,
That these requests shall be made in compli-
ance with reprogramming guidelines.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, | rise to

make a point of order against section
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509 for the same reason as | cited pre-
viously.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair rules
that this is considering legislation in
an appropriations bill; and, for that
reason, the point of order is sustained,
and section 509 will be stricken from
the bill.

The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

SEc. 510. None of the funds made available
in this Act may be used by the Executive Of-
fice of the President to request from the Fed-
eral Bureau of Investigation any official
background investigation report on any indi-
vidual, unless—

(1) such individual has given his or her ex-
press written consent for such request not
more than 6 months prior to the date of such
request and during the same presidential ad-
ministration; or

(2) such request is required due to extraor-
dinary circumstances involving national se-
curity.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, | rise to
make the same point of order against
section 510.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair’s re-
sponse is the same as on the last sec-
tion and the point of order is sustained;
and section 510 will, therefore, be
stricken from the bill.

The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

SEC. 511. (a) APPOINTMENT AND TERM OF
SERVICE OF STAFF DIRECTOR AND GENERAL
COUNSEL OF FEDERAL ELECTION COMMIS-
SION.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The first sentence of sec-
tion 306(f)(1) of the Federal Election Cam-
paign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 437c(f)(1)) is
amended by striking ‘“‘by the Commission™
and inserting the following: ‘““by an affirma-
tive vote of not less than 4 members of the
Commission and may not serve for a term of
more than 4 consecutive years without re-
appointment in accordance with this para-
graph™.

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by paragraph (1) shall apply with re-
spect to any individual serving as the staff
director or general counsel of the Federal
Election Commission on or after January 1,
1999, without regard to whether or not the
individual served as staff director or general
counsel prior to such date.

(b) TREATMENT OF INDIVIDUALS FILLING VA-
CANCIES; TERMINATION OF AUTHORITY UPON
EXPIRATION OF TERM.—Section 306(f)(1) of
such Act (2 U.S.C. 437c(f)(1)) is amended by
inserting after the first sentence the follow-
ing new sentences: ‘““An individual appointed
as a staff director or general counsel to fill
a vacancy occurring other than by the expi-
ration of a term of office shall be appointed
only for the unexpired term of the individual
he or she succeeds. An individual serving as
staff director or general counsel may not
serve in such position after the expiration of
the individual’s term unless reappointed in
accordance with this paragraph.”.

(c) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION REGARDING AU-
THORITY OF ACTING GENERAL COUNSEL.—Sec-
tion 306(f) of such Act (2 U.S.C. 437c(f)) is
amended by adding at the end the following
new paragraph:

““(5) Nothing in this Act may be construed
to prohibit any individual serving as an act-
ing general counsel of the Commission from
performing any functions of the general
counsel of the Commission.”.

POINT OF ORDER

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr.

Chairman, | rise to make a point of
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order against section 511 on page 67,
lines 5 through page 68, line 17, on the
grounds that it violates clause 2 of rule
XXI constituting legislation on a gen-
eral appropriations bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Do any other Mem-
bers wish to be heard on the point of
order?

If not, the Chair is prepared to rule.

This is direct legislation in the ap-
propriation bill; and, therefore, the
point of order is sustained and section
511 will be stricken from the bill.

The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

SEC. 512. Hereafter, any payment of attor-
neys fees, costs, and sanctions required to be
made by the Federal Government pursuant
to the order of the district court in the case
Association of American Physicians and Sur-
geons, Inc. v. Clinton, 989 F. Supp. 8 (1997), or
any appeal of such case, shall be derived by
transfer from amounts made available in
this or any other Act for any fiscal year for
‘““Compensation of the President and the
White House Office—Salaries and Expenses’.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, | rise to
make a point of order against section
512 for the same reasons as | cited pre-
viously.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any other
Members wishing to be heard on the
point of order being raised by the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY)?

If not, for the aforestated reasons,
legislation in an appropriation bill, the
point of order is sustained; and section
512 will, therefore, be stricken from the
bill.

The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

SEC. 513. (a) AUDITS BY THE POSTMASTER
GENERAL.—Subsection (e) of section 2008 of
title 39, United States Code, is amended to
read as follows:

“(e)(1) At least once each year beginning
with the fiscal year commencing after the
date of enactment of this Act, the financial
statements of the Postal Service (including
those used in determining and establishing
postal rates) shall be audited by the Inspec-
tor General or by an independent external
auditor, as determined by the Inspector Gen-
eral.

““(2) Audits under this section shall be con-
ducted in accordance with applicable gen-
erally accepted government auditing stand-
ards.

““(3) Upon completion of the audit required
by this subsection, the person who audits the
statement shall submit a report on the audit
to the Board™.

(b) RESULTS OF INSPECTOR GENERAL’S
AUDIT To BE INCLUDED IN ANNUAL REPORT.—
Section 2402 of title 39, United States Code,
is amended by inserting after the first sen-
tence the following: ‘“Each report under this
section shall include, for the most recent fis-
cal year for which a report under section
2008(e) is available (unless previously trans-
mitted under the following sentence), a copy
of such report.”.

(c) COORDINATION PROVISIONS.—Subsection
(d) of section 2008 of title 39, United States
Code, is amended—

(1) by striking ““(d) Nothing’’ and inserting
““(d)(1) Except as provided in paragraph (2),
nothing’’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:

“(2)(A) Before obtaining any audit or re-
port under paragraph (1), the Postal Service
shall give the Inspector General advance
written notice of that intention.
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“(B) Any exercise of power under para-
graph (1) shall be subject to any authority
available to the Inspector General in carry-
ing out section 4(a) of the Inspector General
Act of 1978.”".

(d) EFFeECTIVE DATE.—This subsection shall
take effect on the date of enactment of this
Act.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. TORRES. Mr. Chairman, I rise to
make a point of order against section
513, and | do so because it proposes to
change existing laws and constitutes
legislation in an appropriations bill
and, therefore, violates clause 2 of rule
XXI. And | ask for a ruling from the
chair.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there any other
member wishing to be heard on the
point of order being raised by the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. TORRES)?

If not, the Chair is prepared to rule.

The gentleman is correct. This is di-
rect legislation on an appropriations
bill. The point of order is sustained,
and that provision will be stricken
from the bill.

The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

SEC. 514. No funds appropriated by this Act
shall be available to pay for an abortion, or
the administrative expenses in connection
with any health plan under the Federal em-
ployees health benefit program which pro-
vides any benefits or coverage for abortions.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MS. DELAURO

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, | offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Ms. DELAURO:

Strike section 514 (relating to prohibition
of FEHB plan coverage for abortions).

Ms. DELAURO (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, | ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendment be considered
as read and printed in the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentlewoman
from Connecticut?

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Reserving
the right to object, Mr. Chairman, | in-
quire of the gentlewoman from Con-
necticut (Ms. DELAURO), is this a
straight-strike amendment?

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield, yes, it is.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-
man, | withdraw my reservation of ob-
jection.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentlwoman from
Connecticut?

There was no objection.

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, this
bill provides funding for Federal Em-
ployees Health Benefits Program. In
the network of health insurance plans
for Federal employees, there are ap-
proximately 1.2 million women of re-
productive age who rely on the FEHBP
for their medical care.

Until November, 1995, Federal em-
ployees, just like private-sector work-
ers, could choose a health care plan
which covered a full range of reproduc-
tive health services, including abor-
tion. Approximately one-third of pri-
vate fee-for-service plans, 30 percent of
HMOs do not provide abortion cov-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

erage, two-thirds are fee-for-coverage,
and 70 percent of HMOs did.

In 1993 and 1994, Congress voted to
permit Federal employees to choose a
health care plan which covered abor-
tion or to choose one that did not cover
abortion. The choice was in the hands
of the individual.

According to the American Medical
Association, funding restrictions, such
as the ones in this bill, make it more
likely that women will continue a po-
tentially health-threatening pregnancy
to term or undergo abortion procedures
that will endanger their health.

Let me take a moment to address a
concern raised by some of my col-
leagues that this amendment will use
taxpayer dollars to subsidize abortion.
This simply is not the case. Coverage
of abortion services in Federal-held
plans does not mean that Government
or the taxpayer is subsidizing abortion.

Just like private-sector employees
negotiating a compensation package,
Federal employees agree to work for
the Federal Government in return for a
salary and a benefits package. That
salary and those benefits belong to the
employee and not to the Government.

The Federal employee, not Govern-
ment, chooses the health care plan
that best fits the person and that per-
son’s family’s needs. As an employer,
the Federal Government makes a con-
tribution to help pay the premium on
that health insurance. The rest of the
premium is paid by the employee. The
payment that the Government makes
is part of that Federal employee’s com-
pensation package. It belongs to the
Federal employee just as much as the
paycheck that is deposited in the bank
does.

We would never claim that the pay-
check paid to Federal employees is tax-
payer money; and, therefore, no Fed-
eral employee should be allowed to
spend his or her salary to pay for an
abortion. Just like the salary, the ben-
efit package belongs to the employee,
not the employer. And employees who
do not wish to choose a plan with abor-
tion coverage are not required to.

My colleagues on the other side of
the aisle speak at length about individ-
ual choice and the value of taking deci-
sions out of the hands of Government
and returning the power of choice to
individuals. Why, then, do they oppose
allowing those who serve the public
from making their choice of health
care plans? Why do we deny these indi-
viduals their right to choose?

O 1445

Mr. Chairman, the antichoice move-
ment in this country has failed to
make abortion illegal; therefore, activ-
ists are trying to make it more dif-
ficult and more dangerous. Singling
out abortion for exclusion from health
care plans that cover other reproduc-
tive health care is harmful to a wom-
an’s health. Why not trust the individ-
ual rather than mandate a particular
point of view of some Members of Con-
gress? This amendment discriminates
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against women in public service who
are denied access to a legal health pro-
cedure simply because of who they
work for. It has real consequences for
real people.

Mr. Chairman, | would like to quick-
ly read a letter written by one of those
families.

I have been a Federal
years. My husband and 1
summer when | became pregnant. | was
scheduled for a sonogram at 14 weeks. My
husband, mother and sister accompanied me
to the ultrasound waiting room because see-
ing this baby was a big event. The radiolo-
gist detected abnormalities and rec-
ommended that only my husband be allowed
to see the sonogram. The radiologist termed
it severe hydrocephalus. We saw an empty
skull, termed it incompatible with life. The
doctors | saw agreed there was no hope for
the fetus, recommended terminating as soon
as possible. We were devastated. To com-
pound the tragedy came the news that com-
panies insuring Federal workers are prohib-
ited from covering abortions. In the end we
paid a very high fee to have the abortion be-
cause the fetal anomaly made the procedure
more complicated. My husband and | ques-
tion whether Congress was implying we were
immoral for aborting this fetus in hoping to
get pregnant with a healthy child. Our deci-
sion was not wanton or frivolous. It was
heartbreaking.

My Chairman, talk about giving indi-
viduals choices, | urge my colleagues
to please give our public servants back
this choice. | urge them to support this
amendment.

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, | just like to make
one medical technical comment: Intra-
uterine hydrocephalus today is treated,
it is treated effectively in all the cen-
ters throughout the country. Abortion
is not the answer to intrauterine hy-
drocephalus; a shunt is. We are very
successful, we do it routinely, and, in
fact, what it sounds like is this Federal
employee got terrible advice because,
in fact, when | am encountering that
same situation, my patients have a
shunt placed in their baby while they
are still in their mother’s womb and do
not have hydrocephalus at birth, and,
in fact, that, therefore, is not a good
example of why we should be doing
that.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-
man | move to strike the requisite
number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong opposi-
tion to the DeLauro amendment. The
underlying language | would just say
to my colleagues that is in this bill
that the DelLauro amendment would
gut has been in effect every year except
two since the early 1980s and can best
be described as the Hyde amendment
for the Federal Employees Health Ben-
efits Program. The prolife language in
the bill ensures that taxpayers and pre-
mium payers do not subsidize abortion
on demand, and that very simply is the
issue that is before us.

Today we vote on whether the tax-
payers will indeed subsidize. That is
what it is all about.

As Members probably know, the tax-
payers pay more than 73 percent of the

employee for 13
were elated this
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total funding of the Federal Employees
Health Benefits Program. My col-
leagues and I, those of us who are part
of that program, pay the remaining 27
percent. So the same rationale holds
here as in the Hyde amendment. Amer-
icans should not be forced to under-
write the cost of destroying unborn ba-
bies.

Despite, Mr. Chairman, and | just say
this with all due respect to my col-
leagues on the other side, despite the
years of propaganda, despite all of the
efforts to sanitize, and the euphe-
misms, and the masking of abortion,
the partial-birth abortion debate has
finally stripped the veil off the sordid
business of what abortion is all about.
Abortion, Mr. Chairman, is violence
against children, it is the ultimate
human rights abuse, and it tries to pur-
port to be a right, and yet it is vio-
lence.

Abortion methods are acts of vio-
lence that usually kill the victim, al-
though we are seeing in growing num-
bers of cases, the most recently the
doctor in Phoenix that was trying to
destroy a child using partial-birth
abortion, and, after slashing and lac-
erating the child’s face, realized the
kid, the baby, was so old that he could
not continue with it. That is what the
defenders of partial-birth abortion
have to defend because that is what
happens each and every day. Normally
they just result in Killing the baby
with their violent methods.

Some of those methods, as | have
said on this floor, and | think it bears
repeating until it hopefully gets across
to a growing number of people, include
dismemberment of an unborn child.
Loop-shaped knives called curettes are
used to literally hack off the arms, and
the legs, and the head, leaving a torso,
and the ribs are ripped apart. That is
the ugly reality stripped of all the eu-
phemisms of what abortion is all
about. It is done routinely, and then
the suction machine that is 20 to 30
times more powerful than the average
vacuum cleaner takes that bloody pulp
of what used to be a baby and puts that
baby into a bottle. | do not know how
people can defend that.

Chemical abortions, salt abortions,
saline salting out, high concentrated
salt solutions pumped into the
amniotic sac. The baby breaths in that
fluid because the organs of respiration
are being developed, and it is the
amniotic fluid that goes in and out
until the actual birth occurs, and swal-
lows and digests, if my colleagues will,
through, or absorbs through the lungs
that high-concentrated salt; Kills the
baby usually in about 2 hours, and
when the baby emerges after delivery,
a very chemically-burned, often very
red child emerges, and this is common-
place. This is called the right to
choose.

And, of course, as we all know, again
very soon when we debate the partial-
birth abortion ban, which would be
covered if the DelLauro amendment
passes, there is nothing whatsoever
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that would preclude payment under the
Federal Employees Health Benefits
Program for the partial-birth abor-
tions. And we all remember the big lie

that was used to minimize and
trivialize the number of those later-
term abortions that are done in this

country. When that was unmasked, in
my own State of New Jersey one clinic
was found to be doing 1,500 of those
grisly child Kkillings per year, all of a
sudden the 500 figure, which Planned
Parenthood and the Guttmacher Insti-
tute and ZPG and all the other groups
were bandying about in letters to my
colleagues and to | and to everyone
else, and | have copies of the letters,
they said that is what the number was.
Well, 500 would be a massacre as well,
but it is many, many thousands more
than that. That could be subsidized and
paid for if the DelLauro amendment
were to prevail.

The amendment that we have craft-
ed, and 1 first offered it, JOHN
ASHCROFT offered it, did not prevail in
the early 1980s. | offered it back, | be-
lieve it was in 1983. It has been in effect
except for 2 years, and it has said very
simply we do not want to be part of
subsidizing either through the 70 to 73
percent of our taxpayer portion or as
premium payers, those of us who buy
our insurance, HMOs, whatever, we do
not want to be subsidizing abortion.
That is what this is simply all about.

Let me remind Members that in vir-
tually every poll, and 1 have a whole
list of them here, when people are
asked do they want to subsidize or
have the government pay for abortions,
the answer is clearly and unambig-
uously no.

So | ask Members, and let me remind
them there are three exceptions in this
amendment: rape, incest and life of the
mother. That has been the law for the
last couple of years, so | do hope that
Members will support the Hyde amend-
ment of the Federal Employees Health
Benefits Program. Defeat the DelLauro
amendment.

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, | move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, before | address this
particular amendment, | would like to
ask the gentleman from New Jersey
whether, in fact, in addition to oppos-
ing abortion he opposes all kinds of
contraception.

I have been working very hard with
colleagues on both sides of the aisle,
Democrat and Republican, prochoice,
prolife, to prevent unintended preg-
nancies. We have been working with
the national campaign on preventing
teenage pregnancy to try and promote
abstinence, to encourage abstinence
upon our young people, to encourage
responsibility.

Now | believe the gentleman and the
Republican party, in fact, by disallow-
ing my amendment, which would make
the Federal employee health plans
which are disallowing coverage of abor-
tion also disallowing coverage of con-
traception, | believe the gentleman
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also does not believe that the majority
of the American people who would like
to be able to purchase contraceptives
should be able to have contraceptives.

So | think we are mixing up the de-
bate here. The gentleman is talking
about the debate next week on so-
called partial-birth abortion, but, in
fact, in this bill the gentleman does
not feel we should cover contraception.
So we are telling to all the Federal em-
ployees, ‘“No, we are not going to cover
abortion, we are not going to pay for
abortion, but you know what? We are
not going to cover contraception ei-
ther.”

Now | wonder if the gentleman from
New Jersey would like to tell that to
all the constituents in his district who
work for the Federal Government,
that, no, we are not going to cover
abortion, but we are not going to cover
contraception either.

Now it seems to me that there are
five established methods of contracep-
tion that have been approved by the
FDA. Now what we are saying and
what we said in our amendment was
that the Federal employee should be
entitled to have those expenses cov-
ered. Now the cost of health care to
women is 68 percent higher for women
than that of a man, and in fact only 10
percent of the plans cover all of the
forms of abortion, and, excuse me,
cover all forms of contraception that
have been approved. In fact, 81 percent
of the plans do not cover the five meth-
ods of contraception.

So, my colleagues, | am trying to fig-
ure this out. The Republican majority
does not want to cover payment for
abortion for these women even though
the women’s health care costs are 68
percent higher, but they do not want to
pay for contraception.

I would hope, my colleagues, we
could work together to really reduce
unintended pregnancies. Let us encour-
age abstinence, let us encourage re-
sponsibility, but it is hard to believe,
and | am saying this to the American
people, all the women out there, this
party does not want to give us a vote
on covering of contraception. Does this
make any sense?

So | speak in support of my col-
league, the gentlewoman from Con-
necticut (Ms. DELAURO’s) amendment
because | think that Federal employees
with their own money that they have
earned should be able to have abortion
covered, but | also believe that Federal
employees should be able to have the
costs of contraception covered. That is
only fair.

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Chairman, | move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, | am not sure where
the gentlewoman got her information
from about how the Federal Govern-
ment health care plans are not cover-
ing contraceptives. | had my office con-
tact the Office of Personnel Manage-
ment, and every health care provider
for Federal employees currently pro-
vides full prescription coverage for the
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pill, the predominant method of choice
of child-bearing age in this country.

Furthermore, according to the Office
of Personnel Management, over 75 per-
cent of all Federal employees currently
have coverage which includes all FDA-
approved methods. Now those FDA-ap-
proved methods or drugs and devices
include the pill, the diaphragm, 1UDs,
Norplant, Depo-Provera and the morn-
ing-after abortion pill, and under the
proposed amendment, as soon as the
FDA would approve the abortion pill,
the French abortion pill RU-486, it
would also be covered. But currently 75
percent of all Federal employees do
have coverage, so to say that they do
not have access to contraceptives is
misleading to the American public be-
cause they do have that opportunity
now.

Now | do agree with the gentlewoman
that we should encourage abstinence in
sexual activity, certainly for minors.
Once they are age of adult it is a dif-
ferent thing, but for minors we ought
to teach Kkids abstinence, but when it
comes to Federal employees, they have
this access to this coverage now.

So | think that we should keep clear
from the issue that is in this current
amendment by the gentlewoman from
Connecticut (Ms. DELAURO). She is
striking the area of section 514 which
says no funds appropriated by this act
shall be available to pay for abortions.

Now there was a reference where she
said that this was not about tax dollars
paying for abortions, but if | read this
again on page 70, section 514, lines 18
and 19, it says no funds approved by
this act shall be available to pay for
abortions. Well, if it is not funds, not
tax dollars, then there is no reason for
the amendment because the amend-
ment says that no Federal funds will
pay for abortions. So | think there is
kind of a disconnect in what was pre-
sented in the idea of this amendment
and what the reality of the language in
the legislation.

Now there was also reference, Mr.
Chairman, that the benefit package be-
longs to the employee and not the em-
ployer. Well, I think if my colleagues
talk to every small businessman
around America who is paying the bill
for these health care packages, they
believe they have something at stake,
and if we talk to any large corpora-
tions in the Fortune 500, | believe that
they would tell us that their benefit
packages, that they have a stake in
their benefit packages.

O 1500

The employer has a stake in the ben-
efit packages. So what you have then
in the case of a Federal employee, and
I think this is a case that is too often
forgotten, Federal employees work for
the people of the United States of
America, the taxpayers. That is who
employ these people. That is who ulti-
mately they have to answer to. They
work for the people of the United
States of America.

This is a democracy. We are governed
by the consent of the governed. Our
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government exists according to our
Declaration of Independence, our Na-
tion’s birthright. So | think what we
should do is take the temperature from
the employer.

What does the employer say about
using Federal tax dollars to pay for
abortions? In overwhelming numbers,
they say do not use tax dollars to fund
abortions. Do not use tax dollars to
fund abortions. Yet that is what the in-
tent of this legislation is, is to legis-
late that we would use Federal tax dol-
lars to provide someone else’s abortion.
I think it is unfortunate that that is
what is going on. It goes against the
employer, against the will of the Amer-
ican taxpayer. So | think that we
ought to defeat this amendment and
allow the American taxpayer to be
free.

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HEFNER. | yield to the gentle-
woman from New York.

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, | would like to clarify
this with the facts. Ten percent of the
Federal employee health benefit plans
currently do not cover any method of
contraception, ten percent. Eighty-one
percent of the plans cover some of the
methods.

I do not know when the gentleman
last had to deal with that issue, but for
some women the pill is better than
other procedures such as the 1UD or di-
aphragm. It is not up to us to tell that
woman which method is better.

So | think it is important to know
that 81 percent of the plans do not
cover all five of the established meth-
ods. Only 1 percent of the plans, | think
this is important, do not cover steri-
lization. |1 think we owe it to women to
give them a broader range of options. |
think it is also important to know that
when we are talking about contracep-
tion we are not talking about RU-486.

So what we are trying to say here
with regard to contraception is that
the Federal Government should be the
model employer. When it comes to pri-
vate insurance plans, only 50 percent
currently cover all five methods of con-
traception.

So, in conclusion, | think it is very
unreasonable, if we are saying to the
American people that we are really
trying to reduce unintended preg-
nancies, not to cover the cost of con-
traception, when women’s costs are 68
percent higher than males’, and, in
fact, contraception is basic health care
for women. In this bill, to vote not to
cover abortion is your right, but then
it seems to me the height of hypocrisy
not to cover contraception.

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HEFNER. | yield to the gentle-
woman from Connecticut.

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, | just
wanted to make a comment to my col-
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league from Kansas. The Federal Gov-
ernment pays Federal employees’ sala-
ries, as well as provides the oppor-
tunity for a benefit package. They pay
our salary, they pay benefit packages.
That is all taxpayer dollars. We often
get into that in debate, about ‘‘tax-
payer dollars.”

The fact of the matter is, | do not
know that we are assuming that what
we would intend to do here is to dictate
to people what they could do with their
own salaries. That is taxpayer money,
as well as taxpayer dollars that may be
involved in benefits packages.

The gentleman helped me to make
my point, which is you negotiate a
package, salary and benefits, and we
are now putting ourselves in the posi-
tion of dictating what people do with
their benefits. Not only that, it is not
saying that. What we are only saying
here is allow the service to be offered
in a benefits package. Some offer it,
some do not.

My colleague, | know we have had
these commentaries over a long period
of time, would say to those of us on
this side of the aisle, give people the
choice. Allow them to select the
schools they want their kids to go to,
allow them to do what they need to do
in their own lives. The Federal Govern-
ment should stay out of their lives in
choice.

They have a range of health pack-
ages. They can then make an individ-
ual selection, not based on what you
think, not based on what | think, but
what, in fact, meets the needs of them-
selves and of their families.

That is essentially what we are talk-
ing about here. Allow Federal workers
to have that choice. Do not distinguish
their benefits from their salary.

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HEFNER. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Kansas.

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Chairman, | would
just like to say there are large parts of
the benefit package, the retirement
package, and even some portions of the
salary that are outside the control of
the employee. It is under the guise of
the employer, the taxes that are with-
drawn, the way the retirement is in-
vested and the health care provided.
So, once again, they have to be subject
to the employer.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, | move to
strike the requisite number of words.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, |
have a parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. MANZULLDO. It is the Republican
side.

The CHAIRMAN. The ranking minor-
ity member of the subcommittee
sought recognition.

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, 1
spoke out of order. | intended to speak
on the last amendment, to strike the
last word. | would withdraw my com-
ments.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Maryland (Mr. HOYER) is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.
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Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, we con-
fuse salary and Federal employee bene-
fits, health benefits and retirement
benefits.

Let me bring this back to what this
debate, from my perspective, is all
about. First of all, I will tell my friend
from Kansas that | presume he means
that our employees are self-employed.
He references that they work for the
taxpayers, apparently not conceiving
that they themselves are taxpayers. To
that extent, | suppose they work for
themselves. My point being that they
are taxpayers, they are citizens of this
country, and they are due equal consid-
eration, as every other working Amer-
ican is due. It so happens, yes, they are
our employees, but they deserve no less
respect, no less integrity in their deci-
sions, than any other employee.

Now, let me tell my friend, every em-
ployee in America essentially has a
compensation package. They may not
refer to it as fancifully as that, but
they have a compensation package.
Most employees, not all, most have at
least two components of that com-
pensation package, salary and health
benefits.

We know there are a large number of
employees that only have one; that is,
the salary component. Other employees
have, in addition to the salary and the
health benefits, a retirement benefit,
making it a three-component com-
pensation package. But the fact of the
matter is it is all their money, not the
employer’s, whether the employer be a
public sector or private sector em-
ployer.

For instance, General Motors. Gen-
eral Motors makes a contract with
their employees, and they go and nego-
tiate back and forth. Some employers
used to want to have more health bene-
fits in their package and less salary be-
cause they pay FICA tax on salary, and
it was cheaper to do health costs. As
health costs have escalated, they have
gone to salary. Because health benefits
are too expensive and they are going to
HMOs, we are causing the problem we
are discussing.

The fact of the matter is that com-
pensation package is the employee’s.
They made a deal, and they said, “I
will spend X number of hours using my
talent and effort to accomplish the ob-
jectives you, the employer, want to ac-
complish, and in consideration for my
talent and effort, you will compensate
me with X number of dollars. Part of
those dollars will be paid in salary. |
get my check.”

Now, if the gentleman from Kansas
and the gentleman from New Jersey
perceive those as Federal dollars, if
those are Federal dollars, those sala-
ries, because they are paid out of ex-
actly the same pot that compensation
and retirement are paid out, exactly,
there is no distinction, if you perceive
that to be Federal dollars, then the
Federal employee, unlike every other
employee, can only spend their dollars
when they go home that they earn in
salary as we tell them, as Big Brother,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

as dictator employer tells them to
spend it.

But you make an interesting distinc-
tion and say oh, well, they can spend
their salary money, which, of course,
comes out of the taxpayers’ pocket, the
way they want; but the part of their
compensation package that we pay di-
rectly to the insurance, because we
have a joint system in which we di-
rectly pay the insurer, which makes it
cheaper for the employee and cheaper
for the employer, so the taxpayer gets
a benefit because we put it together, as
opposed to giving it directly to the em-
ployee and having them purchase it
discretely, individually, which would
be a lot less efficient and therefore a
lot more costly.

I do not know why we look at Fed-
eral employees as some second-rate
employees in America.

Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOYER. | yield to the gentleman
from Rhode Island.

Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island. Mr.
Chairman, | would like to thank my
friend from Maryland for yielding to
me. | think this is the crucial point.
Are we going to treat Federal employ-
ees, public servants of this country,
any differently than we treat other
American citizens?

As the gentleman will recall, we
played this same game with American
servicewomen, women who are serving
our country in the military, and this
majority stripped them of the power to
be able to get a safe, legal abortion in
overseas medical clinics.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Maryland (Mr. HOYER)
has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. HOYER
was allowed to proceed for 3 additional
minutes.)

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, | yield to
the gentleman from Rhode Island (Mr.
KENNEDY).

Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island. Mr.
Chairman, the point | want to make is,
here these women are serving our coun-
try, and, guess what? There is some-
thing called the Supreme Court, and it
gives us our constitutional rights, and
in those constitutional rights is the
right to a legal and safe abortion. It is
a constitutional right.

These women are defending this
country’s Constitution, standing on the
line defending the right of this country
to express itself in freedom. Yet they
themselves are being denied their con-
stitutional rights. Just as that hap-
pened with the defense bill, now the
majority is going after Federal em-
ployees.

So it seems to me the only people in
this country who are going to be truly
denied their constitutional rights are
the women who are serving in our Na-
tion’s military and our women who
happen to be Federal employees.

I would dare say, just to make this
one last point, it is interesting here in
this Congress, | enjoy seeing my col-
leagues snicker over here, because 95
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percent of the women Members of this
United States Congress support the
DelL.auro amendment, and we are going
to say, the men in this House are going
to decide whether women have a cer-
tain type of reproductive freedom or
not.

To me that sounds awfully like gen-
der domination here. If it does not
sound like that to you, it would be in-
teresting if men were able to get preg-
nant and they would have the right, see
whether they were going to stand up
here and not vote for the DelLauro
amendment. When you think about re-
productive rights and you think if men
had to pay this, and they were denied
the same coverage in here, the same
outrage we are hearing, but from the
women.

Mr. HOYER. Reclaiming my time, |
understand what the gentleman is say-
ing. What | am trying to focus us on is
abortion is a wrenching question for
America. It is a wrenching question for
Americans. It is a wrenching, trau-
matic issue for the individuals in-
volved. It is a wrenching issue for me
as a legislator. | will tell you that. |
cannot believe | am any different than
any other legislator in this body.
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What | am saying is, that is not what
this is about. It is not about this be-
cause Federal employees, like every
American, have been guaranteed by the
Constitution to choose something that
many people believe ought not to be an
available choice. | understand that.
But they ought not to be treated dif-
ferently because they are Federal em-
ployees, and that is what this is about;
not about whether abortion is legal or
illegal, not about the wrenching issues
brought up by the gentleman from New
Jersey, for whom | have a great deal of
respect. It is about whether Federal
employees will be treated differently
than every other employee in America.

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HOYER. | yield to the gentleman
from Kansas.

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Chairman, | would
like to say, first of all, that no one is
questioning the integrity.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Maryland (Mr. HOYER)
has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. HOYER
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional
minute.)

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, | yield to

the gentleman from Kansas, Mr.
TIAHRT.
Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Chairman, | just

want to say that no one is criticizing
the integrity of Federal employees. We
believe that they are people who want
to serve this country in that capacity,
are good, wonderful people. That is not
the issue here. Nor is the issue whether
abortion is available to them.

We have a ruling of the Supreme
Court that we all live with, and abor-
tions are available to Americans today,
and there are health care plans outside
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the Federal Government that do not
pay for abortion services. This is not,
we are not treating them separately
from other parts of America.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, reclaim-
ing my time, | understand the gentle-
man’s perspective, but my point is, no
other employees have that prescription
on the purchase of their health insur-
ance. Now, employers, the gentleman is
correct, may choose a limited policy, |
understand that, and the employee
may have the choice of only one policy;
I understand that. That is the com-
pensation package available to them.
Fortunately, in my opinion, for Fed-
eral employees, their compensation
package is broader as it relates to Fed-
eral employee health benefits.

The gentleman is making a distinc-
tion between all other employees and
Federal employees and, inevitably, be-
cause of the gentleman’s premise that
the premium is being paid by taxpayer
dollars as opposed to Federal employee
dollars.

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Chairman, |1
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in strong sup-
port of the DelLauro-Morella-Moran-
Greenwood-Hoyer amendment.

The bottom line in our discussion
today is simply that this amendment is
going to prevent discrimination
against Federal employees and their
health care coverage.

It was 3 years ago when Congress
voted to deny Federal employees cov-
erage for abortions that were already
provided to most of the country’s
workforce through their health insur-
ance plans. This decision was discrimi-
natory then, and it was another exam-
ple of Congress chipping away at the
benefits of Federal employees and their
right to choose an insurance plan that
best meets their health care needs.

The coverage of abortion services in
Federal health plans would not mean
that abortions would be subsidized by
the Federal Government, which has
been part of this discussion here. Cur-
rently, the government simply contrib-
utes to the premiums of Federal em-
ployees, and in order to allow them to
purchase private health insurance, and
this contribution, | want to reiterate,
is part of the employee benefit pack-
age, just like an employee’s salary or
retirement benefits.

Mr. Chairman, right now, if some-
body chose to buy a plan through the
Federal employee health benefit plan
program, they could not buy it if it
covered any abortion services. When
one has this amendment in order,
someone could choose to buy a plan
that does not pay for abortion services.
They have their choice. And this is
what we are saying. We should not
deny Federal employees from having
the same choice that most people have
in the private sector, because, cur-
rently, approximately two-thirds of
private fee-for-service health insurance
plans and 70 percent, 70 percent of
HMOs provide this coverage.
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When the ban was reinstated 3 years
ago, 178 FEHBP plans, Federal em-
ployee health benefit plans, out of 345,
offered abortion coverage. Women had
the choice to decide whether or not to
participate in the plan with it or with-
out it. Thus, an employee who did not
choose to have that kind of plan with
abortion coverage could do just that. |
want to emphasize that. But, unfortu-
nately, Congress denied Federal em-
ployees their access to abortion cov-
erage, thereby discriminating against
them, treating them differently than
the vast majority of private sector em-
ployees. Frankly, it is insulting to Fed-
eral employees that they are being told
that part of their own compensation
package is not under their control.

Thousands of Federal employees
struggle to make ends meet. Many Fed-
eral employees are single parents or
the sole wage earners in their families
and for them the cost of an abortion
would be a significant hardship, inter-
fering with a woman’s constitutionally
protected right to choose. For these
women, the lack of this health cov-
erage could result in delayed abortions
occurring later in pregnancy, an out-
come that nobody here wants to see.

Mr. Chairman, approximately 1.2 mil-
lion women of reproductive age rely on
the FEHB program for their health
coverage; 1.2 million women without
access to abortion coverage. Without
access, the right to choose is effec-
tively denied.

So | urge my colleagues to support
the DelLauro-Morella-Moran-Green-
wood-Hoyer amendment to ensure that
Federal employees are once again pro-
vided their legal right to choose.

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

I yield to the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. SMITH).

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-
man, | just want to make it very clear
to the Members that this is a clear-cut
vote on the Hyde amendment for the
Federal Employees Health Benefits
Program. It is identical in terms of its
wording, in terms of its effect, the
rape, incest and the life of the mother
exceptions are included.

Let me point out that the gentleman
from Rhode Island (Mr. KENNEDY) was
saying, this is another gift, or not pre-
cisely his words, from the Republican
majority. Well, | am very glad that my
colleagues on the Republican side re-
spect the value and dignity of unborn
life and want to protect it in a tangible
way, but many of our colleagues on the
Democrat side likewise feel the unborn
are worthy of respect and that the sub-
sidization of their killing by way of
abortion is not something that we can
countenance.

When we contribute, as we do, in ex-
cess of 70 percent, 73 percent of the
money for the Federal Employees
Health Benefits Program comes right
from the taxpayers. Less than a quar-
ter of it comes from, or a little over a
quarter comes from the premium
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payer. So we are talking about a tax-
payer-funded abortion scheme.

The Supreme Court made it very
clear in upholding the Hyde amend-
ment that there is a fundamental dif-
ference between abortion and all other
types of surgeries. Surgeries and health
interventions normally are designed to
cure and to mitigate disease, to excise
a cyst, unless one construes an unborn
cyst to be a tumor or a wart to be done
away with at will; and, again, the court
that actually gave us Roe versus Wade
when it upheld the Hyde amendment
said there is a fundamental difference
between the two.

Let me also remind my colleagues
that the Federal service labor manage-
ment relation statute makes it very
clear that there is no collective bar-
gaining over health benefits. It is not
permitted in this Federal sector, and
whether we like that or not, that is the
law. We can prescribe or proscribe cer-
tain limitations on what is permitted
and what is not under the health bene-
fits program. Those of us who believe
that the unborn are worthy of respect,
that chemical poisoning and dis-
memberment is an abuse of that child,
it is child abuse in the extreme, and it
exploits women, those of us who have
that view | believe have every right to
stand here and say, do not use my tax-
payer dollars, or my premium dollars,
to pay for the destruction of that un-
born child.

As | said earlier in the debate, there
is not a single method employed by the
abortionists that is precluded if the
DeLauro amendment were to pass. So
even partial birth abortions could be
subsidized, as well as the suction and
all of the other methods that do gro-
tesque things to unborn children.

So | urge Members to realize that, as
legislators and lawmakers, | believe we
have an affirmative obligation to the
weakest and the most vulnerable
among us, even when it is inconven-
ient, even when people stand up and
say, oh, you are antiwoman or, you do
not care about women’s rights. | care
about women'’s